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RIGHTS OF CHILDREN IN DIVORCE PRO- 
CEEDINGS. 





In 76 Cent. L. J. 109, there was treated 
the question “The Unconsidered Relation 
of Children to the Marriage Status of Their 
Parents.” There it was urged that children 
should be regarded as not only having a 
vested right in such status that should 
entitle them to be made parties to any pro- 
ceeding seeking either its dissolution or an- 
nulment, but that as they were the offspring 
of a contract relation entered into freely 
by their parents, marital rights should be 
deemed subordinate to filial rights. | Chil- 
dren ought not to be prejudiced by the de- 
sire of parents to follow their roving fancies 
or, even, by the honest purpose to escape 
intolerable conditions. 


We find in Houghton v. Houghton, 157 
N. W. 316, decided by Supreme Court of 
South Dakota, a case which proceeds far 
enough to recognize the superior status of 
children of an ill-starred union, but it does 
not go as far as the.above article suggests. 
As it was dealing, however, with rights of 
children under a statute, its liberality of 
construction in their favor presents views 
of a very creditable nature indeed. 


It appears from this case that a divorce 
was granted between plaintiff and defend- 
ant in 1903. The ground of the divorce 
in favor of the wife was cruel treatment and 
to her was awarded custody of the chil- 
dren, the parties settling their property mat- 
ters outside of court. There was an agreed 
sum paid to the wife for the support of 
herself and the children. The husband has 
paid practically nothing for the children’s 
support since the divorce, but he has, from 
being worth at the time of the decree only 
$4,000, gotten to be worth more than four 
times that sum. The wife, by reason of 
ill health and the want of financial means 





has become unable to support, maintain and 
educate the children. 

This proceeding is by the wife, as sup- 
plementary to the original suit, to obtain an 
award for the benefit of the children, there 
being nothing said in the original decree on 
this subject. 

The court refers to South Dakota stat- 
ute providing for modification of any or- 
der made in the children’s behalf, and it 
was urged that the decree being silent in 
regard to support of the children, there 
was nothing to modify. 

The court said; “There is a fundamental 
difference between the position of divorced 
persons toward each other and the position 
of the children with relation to either or 
both of the parents. While the former 
husband and wife are no longer husband 
and wife, the relation of parent and child 
still exists between the mother and the 
children on the one hand, and between the 
father and the children on the other hand, 
even though the mother has their exclu- 
sive custody. In a divorce case the chil- 
dren are and continue to be virtually wards 
of the court. It is the welfare of the chil- 
dren that the court is concerned with, not 
the wishes of either of the parents, and 
we do now declare that parents are power- 
less to provide by irrevocable contract what 
the future financial liability of either shall 
be with relation to the support, mainten- 
ance and education of the children. The 
court has the power, and it is its bounden 
duty, to look after the welfare of the chil- 
dren when the matter is properly brought 
to its attention.” 

These are brave words, but their limita- 
tion to “future financial liability” intro- 
duces the weasel, recently referred to by 
a distinguished citizen, which sucks from 
the egg of a larger principle that should 
be noticed. 

This larger principle is that nothing in 
the way of detriment, moral or material, 
to children ought to be deemed settled by 
a decree rendered in a suit to which the 
children were never made parties, though 
their interests were vitally affected. 
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Should not they have the right to ask 
courts not only for all the benefits that 
enhanced financial ability of either of their 
parents may bring, but even that, if it is 
for their benefit, the old relation should be 
resumed ? 


But it may be said, that permission to 
acquire another marriage status makes this 
an impossibility. But why allow remar- 
riage, when a child’s right to the continu- 
ance of a former marriage has not been ad- 
judged by any proceeding in which the 
child was made a party? 

Let us concede that this dissolution was 
decreed by virtue of the police power over 
marriage as a status, yet police power has 
no right to affect interests in that status, 
which have had no day in court. Does any 
legislation under the police power contem- 
plate that this shall be done? 

We regard marriage as a civil contract 
and the res thereof gives jurisdiction ac- 
cording to its location. But between whom 
is the contract? If there can be no irre- 
vocable contract between parents so far as 
future financial benefits to children may be 
affected, why overlook the true benefits, 
future or past, a child, born to irrevoc- 
ability arising out of the contract, pos- 
sesses? 

It seems to us that statute should not go 
half way in this matter. No divorce decree 
should by statute be allowed to be granted, 
unless a disinterested guardian ad litem be 
appointed to represent the child or children 
of a union and then it should be certified 
by the court in granting a decree that it is 
for its or their interests, that decree should 
be granted, and ample provision should be 
made for their support, with reservation 
that the decree might be opened up at any 
time in the future to this end. It is a bar- 
ren civilization, which prates of children 
being the favorites of its courts, and yet 
allows their rights in home to be taken 
away at the pleasure of their discontented 
parents. Reference is made to a further 
illustrative case in the next succeeding page 
of this issue of the Journal. 





NOTES OF IMPORTANT DECISIONS. 


‘ 





DAMAGES—PUNITIVE DAMAGES '- RE- 
DUCED BECAUSE COMPENSATORY ARE 
NOMINAL.—The Supreme Court of Arkansas 
recognizes the rule that there must be actual 
damages as foundation for the allowance of 
punitive damages. It states a new rule, how- 
ever, that there must not be too great a dis- 
parity between the two kinds of damages, that 
is to say, that if the compensatory damages 
are small the punitive, must not be large, or 
they will be reduced nisi. Gordon v. McLearn, 
185 S. W. 803. 


This is a latitudinous rule the court makes 
for itself. There are so very many considera- 
tions entering into the measure of punitive 
damages, that courts have endeavored to state 
that the only comprehensive rule to be formu- 
lated is, that all the circumstances are refer- 
able to the experience of the jury, guided by 
fairness and justice, to exclude passion or prej- 
udice. If amount awarded is so very large or 
small as to shock a court’s sense of justice 
some courts have thought there should be a 
new trial. But this idea has been shaded upon 
the theory that if a jury had not have been 
influenced by passion or prejudice they would 
have allowed something, though whether any- 
thing at all is allowed is exclusively for their 
consideration. . 


The law stands on an uncertain pedestal as 
to this, but we do not see, that the Arkansas 
rule helps much. In many cases indignities 
put on one may cause great humiliation, 
though actual injury may be very small. In 
other cases the actual injury may be great, 
and the humiliation much less severe. The 
court, in such announcement as the Arkansas 
court makes, seems to make a wholly arbitrary 
rule. This branch of the law somewhat resem- 
bles that of libel and slander, where recoveries 
are greatly measured by the jury’s enlightened 
conscience. 


COMMERCE—INDEPENDENT CONTRACT- 
OR PERFORMING SERVICES FOR, AN IN- 
TERSTATE CARRIER.—In Chicago, R. I. & 
P. Ry. Co. v. Bond, 36 Sup. Ct. 403, the Su- 
preme Court holds, that, if services performed 
for an interstate carrier would bring an em- 
ploye suffering injury therein under the pro- 
tection of Federal Employers’ Liability Act, 
they would be taken from under said Act 
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where performed for an independent con- 
tractor working for such carrier. 

It is further ruled that the contract under 
which such services are performed cannot be 
regarded as an evasion of § 5 of such Act, 
which provides “that any contract, rule, regula- 
tion or device whatsoever, the purpose or in- 
tent of which shall be to enable any common 
carrier to exempt itself from any liability cre- 
ated by this Act shall to that extent be void.” 
If a contract, that is to have, if valid, the 
necessary effect to exempt the carrier from 
such liability, is not to be deemed an evasion, 
this appears to overturn the rule, that intent to 
produce a certain result may be presumed, as 
matter of law, from knowledge ‘that the means 
used will produce a certain result. 


It is to be noticed, also, about this decision, 
that the court arrives at the conclusion from 
uncontradicted parol evidence, that the em- 
ployer of plaintiff was an independent con- 
tractor, notwithstanding that the carrier re- 
served to itself the giving of “a certain direc- 
tion to the company or, rather, we should say, 
information given to Turner (the contractor). 
But the manner of the work was under his con- 
trol, to be done by him and those employed 
by him. He was responsible for its faithful 
performance and incurred the penalty of the 
instant termination of the contract for non- 
performance.” 


Speaking of the written contract, it is said: 
“The whole instrument shows system and par- 
ticular care. It is not the engagement of a 
servant submitting to subordination and sub- 
ject momentarily to superintendence, but of 
one capable of independent action, to be judged 
by its results.” 


A contract might exhibit all of these fea- 
tures, but we imagine the way the work is 
actually done, in a contract claimed to be an 
evasion, ought to be a better guide, and, if 
this is shown by testimony of witnesses, the 
latter ought to be very clear indeed to take the 
question of the real nature of the contract 
away from the jury and make it a question of 
law. Of course, if a contract is explicit, the 
testimony might be looked at a little differ- 
ently, than if the contract were.somewhat am- 
biguous in its terms. 





DIVORCE—CHILDREN’S RIGHTS IG- 
NORED.—As illustrative of editorial 82 Cent. 
L. J. 439, we refer to Scholl v. Scholl, 185 S. 





W. 762, decided by St. Louis (Mo.) Court of 
Appeals. 

In this case plaintiff husband filed suit for 
divorce and his wife interposed a cross com- 
plaint in which she also asks for the divorce, 
custody of the children and alimony for the 
support of herself and children. Plaintiff ob- 
tained the decree in the lower court with an 
allowance to defendant for maintenance and 
support of the children. There was reversal 
and award of divorce on the cross-bill and an 
increased amount of alimony for her and the 
children was allowed. 


While heartily approving of all the Appel- 
late Court says in criticism of the husband and 
his case, it yet stands out that the injured 
wife probably would not have sued had she not 
have been called into court by the husband. 
When we take into consideration the fact that 
Missouri law frees the guilty as well as the 
innocent party from the disabilities of mar- 
riage, on decree for divorce in favor of either 
party, it looks like the home of these chil- 
dren has been destroyed because of the act of 
a guilty party. 

The real question, then, was a fight over costs 
and maintenance money, the rights of the chil- 
dren as to everything else being ignored. The 
opinion expends itself in giving reasons for a 
reversal of the judgment in favor of the hus- 
band, and does not touch at all on the evi- 
dence to support the cross-bill. From its 
frame, however, we judge, that the gravamen 
of her case was aversion by plaintiff’s mother, 
and his niggardly conduct towards her. While 
being a good fellow with the boys and spend- 
ing his money freely, he left his family unpro- 
vided for. 


What a sight for the angels this controversy 
presents! Had the children been made parties 
to this suit under some appropriate statutory 
procedure and the court have been required 
to say their interests were protected by the de- 
cree, would the guilty father and the indig- 
nant, but innocent, mother both have been re- 
lieved from a relation, in which children ac- 
quired an interest in not only a lawful, but a 
righteous, way? A divorced party showing 
himself regardless of sacred duty to innocent 
offspring, ought to be regarded like an insane 
person, dangerous to the community at large, 
and his opportunity to do wrong should be 
clipped. Why not extend statutes preventing 
procreation to this kind of an offender? 
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CAN UNELECTING OPTIONEE RE- 
COVER DAMAGES FOR  PRE- 
BREACH OF OPTION CONTRACT? 


An option to buy is merely the granting 
to the prospective purchaser of the priv- 
ilege’ of in the future electing to and en- 
tering into a contract of purchase on the 
terms and conditions, and for the price, 
specified in the option contract ;* the word 
“option” being synonymous with “choice” 
or “preference,” and is evidence of the in- 
tention to and of the actual conferring of a 
preference above all other persons. In 
other words, it is merely an offer to sell,* 
and in no proper sense or at all a sale,° or 
an actual or existing contract of sale,® but 
is simply a right or privilege granted or 
conferred upon the optionee, at his elec- 
tion and notice thereof, to enter into a 
valid and binding contract of purchase ;' 
and where a future date is fixed in the 
option contract for its performance,—i. e., 
for election and notice on the part of the 


(1) See Dodge v. Kiene, 28 Neb. 216, 44 N. W. 
191. 7 

(2) See Ross v. Bank of Gold Hill, 20 Nev. 
191, 19 Pac. 243. 

(3) Montgomery v. Handley, 205 Mo. 138, 94 
S. W. 527; Levy v. Roth, 17 Misc. (N. Y.) 402, 
39 N. Y. Supp. 1057. Use of the word “gptiori” 
negatives the contention that the transaction 
was a sale.—Westcott v. Mitchell, 95 Me. 377, 
50 Atl 21. 

(4) See McMillain v. Philadelphia Co., 159 
Pa. St. 142, 28 Atl. 228. 

(5) Hopgood v. McClausland, 120 Iowa 218, 
94 N. W. 469; Ide v. Leiser, 10 Mont. 5, 24 
Am. St. Rep. 17, 24 Pac. 695. 

(6) Hopgood v. McClausland, supra; Ide v. 
Leiser, supra; Clark v. American Devel. & Min. 
Co., 28 Mont. 468, 72 Pac. 978. “There is a dis- 
tinction between an ‘option ’ to purchase, which 
may be exercised or not by the prospective pur- 
chaser, and an absolute contract of sale, where- 
in one of the parties agrees to sell and the 
other to buy certain property, the sale to be 
completed within an agreed time.”—Clark v. 
American Devel. & Min. Co., supra. 

(7) See Schleider v. Dielman, 44 La. Ann. 462, 
10 So. 934; Rivers v. Oak Lawn Sugar Co., 52 
La. Ann. 762, 27 So. 118; Litz v. Goosling, 93 
Ky. 185, 21 L. R. A. 127, 19 S. W. 527; or as a 
recent writer tersely puts it, an option is a 
contract whereby the grantor sells to the gran- 
tee the right, at the election of the latter, to 
purchase certain described property, for the 
price and upon the terms and conditions of the 
option contract.—James on Option Contracts, 
§ 101. 





optionee—it is merely a continuing offer to 
enter into a contract of sale and purchase, 
upon the terms and conditions, and for the 
price, specified in the option contract.® 

An option contract is a pollicitation,® a 
mere promise without concurrence of inten- 
tion or mutuality.1° To raise mutuality and 
make a binding contract there must be 
an election and notice thereof to the op- 
tionor by the optionee, and an unqualified 
acceptance of the offer on its terms and 
conditions,"! and this must be done within 
the time limited in the option contract, for 
time is of the-essence of such contracts.’” 

In the case of a simple offer—that is, a 
promise without any consideration—from 
its very nature, being a nudum pactum,* 
“it seems logically to lead to the conclusion 
that the offeree, in the absence of a timely 
acceptance of the offer, acquires no right 
which may be the foundation of an action 
against the offeror, based upon a with- 


(8) Sizer v. Clark, 116 Wis. 534, 193 N. W. 
539; Milwaukee Mechanics’ Ins. Co. v. Shea, 
60 C. C. A. 103, 123 Fed. 9. 


(9) Langdon on Contrs., § 1. In McCullough 


v. Eagle Ins. Co., 18 Mass. (1 Pick) 278, 283, 


it is said to be “a sort of contract, which arises 
from a promise made by one party only, with- 
out any consent or acceptance by the other,” 
and then qualified by declaring the obligation 
exists from an individual towards a body poli- 
tic or government only—which qualification is 
an unwarranted limitation of the dostrine. 


(10) Rivers v. Oak Lawn Sugar Co., 52 La. 
Ann. 762, 27 So. 118. 


(11) Hopwood v. McClausland, 120 Iowa 218, 
94 N. W. 469; Schleider v. Dielman, 44 La. Ann. 
462, 10 So. 934; Rivers v. Oak Lawn Sugar Co., 
52 La. Ann. 762, 27 So. 118; McMillain vr; Phila- 
delphia Co., 159 Pa. St. 142, 28 Atl. 220; Mil- 
waukee Mechanics’ Ins. Co., 60 C. C. A. 103, 123 
Fed. 9; see James on Option Contracts, §§ 801- 
872. 

(12) Clark v. American Devel. & Min. Co., 28 
Mont. 468, 72 Pac. 978; Trogdon v. Williams, 144 
N. C. 192, 10 L. R. A. (N. S.) 867, 56 S. E. 865; 
Horgan v. Russell, 24 N. D. 490, 43 L. R. A. (N. 
8S.) 1150, 140 N. W. 99; Pollock v. Brookover, 60 
W. Va. 75, 6 L. R. A. (N. S.) 403, 53 S. E. 795. 
In the latter case, after the option had expired 
by limitation of time, the land owner said he 
was not getting enough for his property, em- 
ployed a person to assist in clearing certain de- 
fects in his title and co-operated with him dur- 
ing the work; held that this did not have the 
effect of extending the time within which the 
option might be accepted. 

(13) Kirby-Carpenter Co. v. Burnett, 75 C. C. 
A. 437, 144 Fed. 6365. 
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drawal of the offer, by the latter, prior to 
acceptance ;’"* because there being no con- 
sideration for the offer there is no obliga- 
tion on the part of the offeror to keep it 
good, for the principle of law that a promise 
is invalid and unenforceable if not support- 
ed by a consideration applies to offers to 
sell or options to purchase, the same as to 
other contracts.*® 


In the case of an option proper, how- 
ever, in which there is a valuable consid- 
eration paid for the promise, and a given 
time fixed for its exercise—that is, for 
entering into a valid and binding contract 
of sale and purchase on the terms and condi- 
tions, and at the price fixed in the contract 
of option—a different situation arises; and 
the cases seem to be unanimous in holding 
that the offeree has an action for the breach 
of the option contract where he has exer- 
cised his option within the time and on the 
terms and conditions specified in the option 
contract. But in an unusually well-written 
and thoughtful work which has just come 
to my desk"* I find the (to me) novel doc- 
trine laid down that the optionee has a 
right of action in those cases where the 
optionor has pre-breached the option con- 
tract and put it beyond his power to per- 
form, without an election and notice. 


I am loath to set up my opinion against 
or to criticise anything I find in a work so 
broad and scholarly in its scope, so ex- 


(14) James on Option Contracts, § 1104, p. 504; 
see Abbott v. 76 Land & Water Co., 101 Cal. 
567. 53 Pac. 445: Sivell v. Hogan, 119 Ga. 167, 
46 S. E. 67; Hochester v. Baruch, 5 Daly (N. Y.) 
440; Scott v. Merrill’s Estate, 74 Ore. 568, 146 
Pac. 99; Kirby-Carpenter Co. v. Burnett, 75 C. 
C. A. 437, 144 Fed. 635. 


(15) Kirby-Carpenter Co. v. Burnett, 75 C. 
Cc. A. 437, 144 Fed. 635; see Brost v. Sampsom, 
90 Ala. 373, 7 So. 814; Peacock v. Deweese, 73 
Ga. 570;Crandall v. Willig, 166 Ill. 233, 46 N. E. 
755; Bean v. Burbank, 16 Me. 458, 33 Am. Dec. 
681; Davis v. Petty, 147 Mo. 374, 48 S. W. 944; 
Ide v. Leiser, 10 Mont. 5, 24 Am. St. Rep. 17, 24 
Pac. 695; Barnet v. Besco, 4 Johns. (N. Y.) 235; 
Walker v. Bamberger, 17 Utah 239, 54 Pac. 
108; Faulkner v. Hebard, 26 Vt. 452; Graybill 
v. Brugh, 89 Va: 895, 37 Am. St. Rep. 894, 21 L. 
R. A. 133, 17 S. E. 558; Richardson v. Hardwick, 
106 U. S. 252, 27 L. Ed. 145, 1 Sup. Ct. Rep. 213. 

(16) James on Option Contracts, § 1104. 





haustive of the cases on the narrow subject, 
so logical in its arrangement and reasonings, 
so lucid in its expositions, throwing a help- 
ful “searchlight” into so many dark cor- 
ners, and elucidating in an able and lawyer- 
like way so many perplexing problems ; but 
I cannot, as yet, bring myself to fully agree 
with the learned author in his contention 
that if, during the time limit of the option, 
the optionor breaches the option agreement 
by repudiating the option, or by placing 
himself in a position where it is impossible 
for him to perform, that “it would seem the 
optionee has an action to recover damages 
arising from breach of the option, although 
he has not elected.”** It will be observed 
that the careful author does not lay down 
this doctrine in a dogmatic and positive 
manner, but simply declares that “it seems,” 
as though he was not himself fully satisfied 
that the cases cited are correct in principle, 
although they fully warrant the statement 
in the text. 


If the optionee had exercised his option, 
elected and given notice within the time 
limit fixed in the option contract, even 
though the optionor had at that time, and 
before the election of the offeree, breached 
the option contract and put it out of his 
power to perform, then and in that case 
there could be no question regarding the 
right of the optionee to maintain an actfon 
for damages for breach of the option con- 
tract. But does the offeree sacrifice his 
rights and put himself beyond the pale of 
redress by his failure to elect after the 
breach of the option contract and within 
the time specified therein, and after the op- 
tionor has put it out of his power to per- 
form? It is perfectly plain that to elect 
and make formal offer to perform under 
such circumstances would be a vain and 
useless act, so far as the carrying out of 
the option contract is concerned. It is a 
general principle of law that courts will not 
bother with trifles; and I take it that they 
will not require litigants to do vain and use- 


(17) Citing and abstracting quite fully Pear- 
son v. Horne, 189 Ga. 453, 77 S. E. 387. 
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less things. If an -optionee should be re- 
quired to elect and give notice after the op- 
tionor had breached the contract, and put 
it out of his power to perform, would not 
this be to require a vain and useless act? 


The author seems to rely mainly for the 
doctrine objected to on the Wisconsin case 
of Sixta y. Ontonagon Valley Land Com- 
pany,’® in which case the defendant land- 
owner gave to the plaintiff an agency to sell 
certain lands on a specified commission, and 
also granted to him an option to purchase, 
providing for specified credits of commis- 
sion on the option price, in the event of an 
election to purchase. Before the expira- 
tion of the option to purchase, the land- 
owner breached the option agreement by 
selling the land to third parties. Plaintiff 


sued for damages arising from the breach, 
and the court held he was entitled to re- 
cover as damages (1) the value to him of 
the option contract, and (2) any money he 
had paid on the option,”® the court saying 
the question was, “what does the evidence 


show the contract was worth to the plain- 
tiff?” 

That under such circumstances an op- 
tionee would be able to recover what he had 
paid on the option is quite clear, and pos- 
sibly this could be done without an election, 
under such circumstances ; but the question, 
“what the contract was worth” to the op- 
tionee, is one beset with many difficulties 
in the determination. By what known rule 
of law can the damages be measured? 
Clearly “the measure of damages is not the 
difference between the contract price and 
the market value of the land,—the rule ob- 
taining where the optionee has elected,— 
but the damages recoverable are limited to 
those resulting from the breach of the op- 
tion contract itself.”*° Those damages must 
be actual and consequential damages, and 


(18) 157 Wis. 293, 147 N. W. 1042. 


(19) James on Option Contracts, § 1104, pp. 
505, 506. 

(20) Ibid; citing Sixta v. Ontonagon Valley 
Land Co., 157 Wis. 293, 147 N. W. 1042; Boyd v. 
DeLancy, 17 App. Div. (N. Y.) 567 45 N. Y. 
Supp. 693; Bender v. Schatzkin, 96 N. Y. 203. 


not mere imaginative or speculative or re- 
mote or contingent damages.”* 

What damages can an unaccepting op- 
tionee suffer which come within the rules 
of law awarding compensation? Mr. James 
says,** and we think rightly, that “the meas- 
ure of damages is not the difference be- 
tween the contract price and the market 
value of the land,’”’** which is the rule where 
an option has been exercised or a contract 
of sale been entered into and breached by 
the optionor or vendor. What, then, are 
the damages to the optionee under such 
circumstances, and what the measure of 
the damages? Mr. James gives a Georgia 
case which seems to support his assertion 
in the text to the effect that the measure 
of damages “may be the excess of the 
market value of the land over the option 
price,”** in which case the complaint for 
breach of the option contract alleged the 
damages sustained as the difference be- 
tween the market value of the land and the 
option price, which complaint was sustained 
as against a general demurrer.*”* Does not 
this Georgia case.offend against the funda- 
mental rules of law governing the awarding 
of compensatory damages for the breach 
of an option contract? Is not this one of 
those cases in which “the failure to distin- 
guish between the option and the contract 
concluded by the exercise of the option 
“lies the root of the difficulty, as pointed 
out in a note in6 L. R. A. (N. S.) 403? 

It would seem, on principal, that an op- 
tionee who does not elect, cannot recover 
damages on breach of the option contract 
before the expiration of the time limited, 
for the reason that the optionee has ac- 
quired: no interest in or right to the land 
until he elects; has simply a right to a 
choice or privilege and preference to enter 


(21) Couch v. Kansas City Southern R. Co., 
252 Mo. 158 S. W. 347; Central Coal & Coke 
Co. v. Hartman, 49 C. C. A. 244, 111 Fed. 96. 

(22) Law of Option Contracts, § 1104, p. 206. 

(23) Citing same as in footnote 20. 


(24) James on Option Contracts, § 1104, pp. 
206-7. 


(25) Pearson v. Horne, 139 Ga. 453, 77 S. E. 





, 387. 
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into a contract of sale and purchase, and to 
avail himself of that privilege, under any 
circumstances, he must by some overt act 
or declaration indicate his election and ac- 
ceptance of the privilege granted under the 
option; otherwise there is no mutuality 
between the parties, no obligation on the 
part of the optionor, and for these reasons 
there can be no damages,—that is, any dam- 
ages cognizable in a court of law—to the 
optionee. 

It seems that the author goes to the limit 
of any possible damages that can be claimed 
or recovered under such a state of circum- 
stances—if any damages can be recovered 
at all-—when he says, “or, depending on the 
facts, the difference between the option 
price and the price at which the optionee 
has contracted to resell the optioned prop- 
erty,”** citing cases’ in support of the doc- 
trine thus laid down as to the measure of 
the damages recoverable under such circum- 
stances. But this introduces a new ele- 


ment—resale at a profit—into the quandary. 


Among the cases cited is that of Roper 
v. Milbourn,*?* which is thought not to be 
exactly on all-fours, although unmistakably 
holding that an option to purchase land is 
“property” which may be assigned—and if 
“property” that may be assigned, it is prop- 
erty that may be “damaged” may it not, 
and that damage estimated according to the 
established rules of law for awarding com- 
pensatory damages for breach of contracts? 
—in that (1) the action was not against a 
breaching optionor, but against a breaching 
purchaser who refused to.perform on the 
ground that the vendor was merely an op- 
tionor, and (2) there had been an accept- 
ance of the option by the plaintiff, and 
money had been paid by him under the op- 
tion and ir accordance with the terms there- 
of, thus bringing the case clearly within 


(26) James on Option Contracts, § 1104, p. 
207. - 
(27) Boyden v. Hill, 198 Mass. 477, 85 N. E. 
413; Roper v. Milbourn, 93 Neb. 809, Ann. Cas. 
1914B, 1225, 142 N. W. 792; Naylor v. Parker 
(Tex. Civ. App.) 198 S. W. 93. 

(28) 93 Neb. 809, Ann. Cas. 1914B, 1225, 142 
N. W. 792. 





the recognized rules as to the measure of 
damages on breach of a contract of sale and 
purchase—which, it is submitted, may be 
quite a different thing from the breach of 
an unaccepted option. 
RayMonp A. KErr. 
Tippecanoe City, Ohio. 








TELEGRAPHS AND 'TELEPHONES—LIMI- 
TATION OF LIABILITY. 


WESTERN 
GRAPH Co. 


GARDNER sy. UNION TELE- 


Circuit Court of Appeals, Eighth Circuit. Feb- 
ruary 28, 1916. 


231 Fed. 405. 


The addressee of a telegram, suing in tort for 
damages resulting from delay in delivering the 
telegram to him, is bound by the provision of 
the contract between the company and the send- 
er requiring notice of any claim for damages 
to be given within 60 days, since the only duty 
of the company to the addressee arose out of 
that contract. 


CARLAND, Circuit Judge. Gardner, herein- 
after called the plaintiff, sued the Western 
Union Telegraph Company, hereinafter called 
the Company, for the delay in delivering a mes- 
sage to him which had been sent by Walter 
B. Scoville from Syracuse, Kan., to Quinlan, 
Okla., September 20, 1911. At the close of all 
the evidence taken at the trial of the action 
directed a verdict against the plaintiff, and he 
brings the case here assigning this ruling of 
the court as error. 

The undisputed facts shown at the trial are 
as follows: 

On the date of the message hereinafter set 
forth, the plaintiff was and had been a broom 
corn buyer at Quinlan, Okla., for about ten 
years. He had an understanding with the Sco- 
ville Bros. that they would pay him $5 per ton 
commission on all broom corn purchased by 
him at the market price upon their request. On 
September 20, 1911, Scoville sent the following 
night letter: 

“Send the following night letter subject to 
the terms on back hereof, which are hereby 
agreed to: 60 Paid. 

“Syracuse, Ks., Sept. 20, 1911. 


“To John Gardner, Quinland, Okla.: 
“Hope you have secured choice crops amount- 


. ing to five cars or more we need it so do not 
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give it up even though you have to pay higher 
than we thought we must have it in fact to 
show our competitors a merry chase. So please 
secure all you can that is pea green. Hope 
you are feeling better. 
“Walter B. Scoville.” 

The terms on the back of said message, 
which are referred to above and which are 
material in the consideration of this case, were 
as follows: 


“Night Letter. 


“All night letter messages taken by this com- 
pany are subject to the following terms which 
are hereby agreed to: 

“The Western Union Telegraph Company 
will receive not later than midnight NIGHT 
LETTERS, to be transmitted only for delivery 
on the morning of the next ensuing business 
day, at rates still lower than its standard night 
message rates, as follows: The standard day 
rate for ten words shall be charged for the 
transmission of fifty words or less, and one-fifth 
of such standard day rate for ten words shall 
be charged for each additional ten words or 
less. 

“To guard against mistakes or delays, the 
sender of a message should order it RE- 
PEATED; that is, telegraphed back to the orig- 
inating office for comparison. For this, one- 
half the unrepeated message rate is charged in 
addition. Unless otherwise indicated on its 
face, THIS IS AN UNREPEATED MESSAGE 
AND PAID FOR AS SUCH, in consideration 
whereof it is agreed between the sender of the 
message and this company as follows: 


“6. The Company will not be liable for dam- 
ages or statutory penalties in any case where 
the claim is not presented in writing within 
sixty days after the message is filed with the 
Company for transmission.” 

The night letter was received at Quinlan, 
Okla., at 11:15 p. m., on the day of its date, 
but was not delivered to the plaintiff until 
September 25, 1911, at 10 o’clock a. m. The 
evidence showed that on account of the delay 
in the delivery of the message the plaintiff suf- 
fered material damage in the purchase of broom 
corn at a certain price and subsequent decrease 
in the market value thereof. No claim for 
damages was presented to the Company by the 
plaintiff until on or about October 22, 1912. It 
was stipulated at the trial that A. R. Lingafelt, 
district commercial superintendent of the Com- 
pany for the states of Oklahoma and Arkansas, 
would testify, if present: 


“That he has knowledge and information con- 
cerning that department of defendant company 
which has to do with the filing of its rates, rules, 
tariffs and regulations and information with 
the Interstate Commerce Commission, as pro- 
vided by law, and that such tariffs, rates, rules 
and regulations as are contained in the gen- 
eral tariff book for the year commencing July, 
1911 (a printed copy of which will be offered 
in evidence in above case and more particu- 
larly identified), together with the regular 
orinted sending blanks, generally and uniform- 
ly used by said company in its business, con- 
stitute the terms and conditions upon which 





the defendant company is doing business as a 
carrier of messages, and that said rates, tariffs, 
rules and regulations of defendant company, as 
published in said tariff book, together with 
said blank forms, were within a reasonable 
time after July, 1911, and now are, offered for 
filing with the Interstate Commerce Commis- 
sion, and are established and published annual- 
ly with the knowledge and acquiescence of 
said Interstate Commerce Commission.” 

(1) In order to sustain the ruling of the 
trial court we must decide that the regula- 
tion in regard to the presentation of claims 
for damages within 60 days is valid as against 
the plaintiff. There is no indication on the 
face of the message that it was not an un- 
repeated message and paid for as such; hence, 
under the terms of the contract between Sco- 
ville and the Company the message must be 
considered as an unrepeated night letter for 
which the standard rate for unrepeated night 
letters was paid. In consideration of this rate 
Scoville agreed: 

“That the company should not be liable for 
damages or statutory penalties in any case 
where the claim was not presented in writing 
within sixty days after the message was filed 
with the Company for transmission.” 

We accept the contention of counsel that this 
action is not upon the contract between Scoville 
and the Company strictly speaking, but for 
damages arising from a failure on the part of 
the Company to promptly perform a duty which 
under the law it owed the plaintiff. In other 
words, it is an action in tort. Assuming for 
the present that the regulation was valid as 
between Scoville and the Company the ques- 
tion then presents itself as to whether it is 
binding on the plaintiff notwithstanding the 
fact that this action is in tort and not on the 
contract. 


There is not entire harmony among the au- 
thorities upon this question, but upon prin- 
ciple and sound reason we think the plaintiff 
is bound by the regulation in relation to the 
presentation of claims for damages. Let us 
analyze plaintiff’s case. He says that the 
Company was negligent in failing to deliver 
the message promptly. Negligence arises from 
a violation of duty owing by one person to 
another. If there is no duty there is no negli- 
gence. Without the contract between Scoville 
and the Company, the latter owed the plaintiff 
no duty, and hence there could be no negli- 
gence in the absence of the contract. So it 
Plainly appears that plaintiff would have no 
cause of action except for the contract be- 
cause the duty of the Company arose from the 
contract. May the plaintiff charge the Com- 
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pany with the duty arising from the contract, 
and at the same time repudiate one of the 
conditions upon which the duty was assumed? 
We think not. The following cases support 
this view: Broom v. Western Union Telegraph 
Co., 71 S. C. 506, 51 S. E. 259, 4 Ann. Cas. 611; 
Halsted v. Postal Telegraph Cable Co., 120 
App. Div. 433, 104 N. Y. Sup. 1016, affirmed 
by the Court of Appeals 193 N. Y. 293, 85 N. E. 
1078, 19 L. R. A. (N. S.) 1026, 127 Am. St. 
Rep. 952; Ellis v. American Telegraph Co., 
13 Allen (Mass.) 226; McGehee v. Western 
Union Telegraph Co., 169 Ala. 109, 53 South. 
205, Ann. Cas. 1912B, 512; M. M. Stone & Co., 
v. Postal Telegraph Co., 31 R. I. 174, 76 Atl. 
762, 29 L. R. A. (N. S.) 795; Western Union 
Telegraph Co. v. Van Cleave, 107 Ky. 464, 54 
S. W. 827, 92 Am. St. Rep. 366; Coit v. West- 
ern Union Telegraph Co., 130 Cal. 657, 63 Pac. 
83, 53 L. R. A. 678, 80 Am. St. Rep. 153; Frazier 
v. Western Union Telegraph Co., 45 Ore. 414, 
78 Pac. 330, 67 L. R. A. 319, 2 Ann. Cas. 396; 
Western Union Telegraph Co. v. Dant, 42 Wash. 
Law Rep. 722 (D. C. Court of Appeals); Find- 
lay v. Western Union Telegraph Co. (C. C.) 64 
Fed. 459; Culberson’s Case, 79 Tex. 65, 15 S. 
W. 219; Manier’s Case, 94 Tenn. 442, 29 S. W. 
732. 


Note.—Addressee Bound by Stipulations on 
Back of Telegram Same as Sender—It must be 
thought, that the American doctrine, which gives 
to an addressee, contrary to what is regarded as 
the English doctrine, the right to sue a tele- 
graph company for negligence in transmission 
or delivery, is by the great weight of authority 
subject also to the principle stated in the instant 
case. Nevertheless there is some authority to 
the contrary and it is only the opposed cases 
cited in this note. If the stipulation is valid 
as to the sender, it is also valid as to the 
addressee and for the reason stated in the in- 
stant case. 


But it was ruled in Texas Court of Civil 
Appeals, which recognizes the doctrine thus 
stated, but it was said that as “addressee was 
ignorant of the stipulation requiring suit to be 
brought within a certain time and such ignorance 
was continued by fraudulent acts of defendant in 
preventing addressee from ascertaining the condi- 
tions of the stipulation,” he was not barred from 
his suit. W. U. T. Co. v. Timmons, 136 S. W. 
1169. This refines upon the doctrine of agency in 
the sender. When there is a limitation of time 
expressed it operates or may operate against the 
addressee from a different or later date than 
against the sender. W. U. T. Co. v. Smith, Tex. 
Civ. App., 130 S. W. 622. 

Webbe v. W. U. T. Co., 169 III. 610, 48 N. E. 
670, 61 Am. St. Rep. 207, is a holding by a 
unanimous court and it strongly contests the prin- 
ciple laid down by the instant case. It was said: 
“We have held that the relation of contract ex- 
ists between the sender of the dispatch and the 





telegraph company; but that no relation of con- 
tract exists between the receiver of the dispatch 
and the telegraph company and that the proper 
remedy of the receiver of the dispatch for dam- 
ages on account of its alteration is an action in 
tort.” 

In Tobin v. W. U. T. Co., 146 Pa. St. 375, 
28 Am. St. Rep. 802, it was held that conditions 
in repeated messages apply to the persons send- 
ing them and not to recipients. In an older 
Pennsylvania case it was said: “The proposition 
that the defendant is liable, if at all, only in 
case the message is repeated as contained in 
printed conditions can be invoked only as against 
the sender, as against any, for it is his message, 
his language that is to be transmitted and it is 
only known to the receiver when delivered and 
as delivered. He is to be guided or informed 
by what is delivered to him and he has no op- 
portunity to agree upon any such condition be- 
fore delivery.” 

In W. U. Tel. Co. v. McKibben, 114 Ind. 511, 
14 N. E. 894, a statutory provision given to any- 
one injured “in receiving, copying, transmitting 
or delivering dispatches” took away the effect, so 
far as addressee was concerned, of a stipulation 
in a contract between sender of a message and 
the company transmitting it. 

The great abundance of cases, however, holds 
as the instant case and for the identical reason 
therein stated, and we think they are the better 
reasoned. C. 








ITEMS OF PROFESSIONAL 
INTEREST. 


PROGRAM OF THE NEXT MEETING OF 
THE TEXAS BAR ASSOCIATION. 


The annual meeting of the State Bar Asso- 
ciation will be held at Galveston the third, 
fourth and fifth days of July, and by special 
invitation of the Galvez Hotel, will meet in 
the Convention Hall of that famous hostelry, 
which overlooks the Gulf and where the ar- 
dor of debate may be constantly cooled by 
the refreshing sea breezes. 

Hon. S. T. Bledsoe, Assistant General So- 
licitor of the Atchison, Topcka & Santa Fe 
Railway System, will be a special guest of 
the Association, and will address it on the 
subject: “The Constitution and Commerce 
Among the States.” 

A distinguished New York lawyer, who has 
been officially and actively connected for more 
than a quarter of a century in the State of 
New York with the movement in that state 
for the “Consolidation of Statutory Law,” an 
effort, as the name implies, to bring order out 
of the chaos of legislative enactments and to 
make the law more certain and accessible, has 
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been invited to address the Association, and 
there is strong reason to believe that he will 
accept. 


Hon. R. L. Batts, of Austin, special counsel 
for the U. S. Government in New York, New 
Haven & Hartford trust prosecutions, in New 
York, will read a paper on: “Some Undeter- 
mined Aspects of the Anti-Trust Law;” Hon. 
Wm. H. Wilson, General Attorney of the I. & 
G. N., will read a paper on: “Primary Elec- 
tions as an Instrument of Popular Govern- 
ment;” Hon. W. L. Estes, of Texarkana, on: 
“Rodger B. Taney;” Hon. Tom J. Lee, of San 
Antonio, on: “Some Phases of International 
Law Relating to the Claims of Citizens for In- 
demnity Resulting from the Revolutionary 
Conditions of Mexico;” Judge A. E. Wilkinson, 
reporter for the Supreme Court, on: “The Au- 
thorship of the Texas Homestead Laws;” Judge 
F. A. Williams, of Galveston, late of the Su- 
preme Court, has been asked to read a paper 
on: “What can be done te Aid the Supreme 
Court?” 

Hon. Cecil H. Smith, of Sherman, has been 
specially charged with arranging a toast list 
for the banquet, and his list already includes 
Judge Gordon Russell, Judge E. B. Perkins, 
of Dallas, Col. W. L. Crawford, of Dallas, and 
Hon. Quince Mahaffey. 


A special] invitation has been extended to the 
Judges of the United States Circuit Court of 
Appeals for the Fifth District, and it is ear- 
nestly hoped that they will be able to attend. 

Special invitation is also extended to the 
members of the State Appellate Courts, and it 
is hoped that every member of those courts be 
present. 





PROGRAM FOR THE MEETING OF THE 
IOWA STATE BAR ASSOCIATION. 





The next meeting of the Iowa State Bar 
Association will be held at Dubuque, Thursday 
and Friday, June 29th and 30th, 1916. 

The principal address on Thursday morning 
will be by Mr. James C. Sanders of Fort 
Madison, entitled, “The Criminal From the 
Prison Viewpoint.” At 12 o’clock the Associa- 
tion will be the guests of the Dubuque Bar 
Association, and will be taken on a steamboat 
ride on the Mississippi river, returning about 
3 o’clock. 

At the afternoon session on Thursday, the 
convention will be favored with the annual 
address by Justice James G. Johnson, of Spring- 








field, Ohio; the subject of the address is “Our 
Citizenship and Our Jurisprudence.” , 

The annual banquet will be given Thursday 
evening at the Hotel Julien Dubuque, the toast- 
master being Judge A. N. Hobson of West 
Union. The following speakers will respond 
to toasts: Judge Robert Bronson of Dubuque, 
to the toast, “Don’t Worry;” Judge J. J. Clark 
of Mason City, to the toast, “The Woman in the 
Case;” Senator H. L. Adams of Des Moines, 
to “Motions Overruled;” Hon. J. W. Willett 
of Tama, to “Reminiscences;” and Hon. Alex- 
ander R. Miller to “The Country Town.” 

At the Friday morning session, Mr. Charles 
Pergler of Cresco, will read a paper entitled, 
“The Lawyer in the Struggle for Democracy;” 
and at the same session Mr. Charles M. Dutcher 
of Iowa City, will read a paper entitled, “The 
Jury and How to Improve It.” At the after- 
noon session the president, Judge A. N. Hob- 
son, will address the Association on “Some 
Suggested Legislation.” There will be reports 
from the usual committees. 





BAR ASSOCIATION MEETINGS FOR 1916— 
WHEN AND WHERE TO BE HELD. 





American—Chicago, August 30, 31 and Sep- 
tember 1. 
Alabama—Decatur, July 14 and 15. 
California—Del Monte, August 17, 18 and 19. 
Colorado—Colorado Springs, July 7 and 8. 
Indiana—Lafayette, July 12 and 13. 
Iowa—Dubuque, June 29 and 30. 
Kentucky—Louisville, July 6 and 7. 
Maryland—Deer Park, June 29, 30 and July 1. 
Michigan—Battle Creek, June 30 and July 1. 
Minnesota—Duluth, August 8, 9 and 10. 
Montana—Missoula, latter part of July. 
New Hampshire—Newcastle, June 30 and 
July 1. 
New Mexico—Santa Fe, August 14 and 15. 
North Carolina—Wrightsville Beach, June 
28 and 29. 
North Dakota—Devil’s Lake, in August. 
Ohio—Cedar Point, July 11, 12 and 13. 
Oregon—Portland, November 21. 
Pennsylvania—Bedford Springs, June 27, 28 
and 29. 
South” Dakota—Mitchell, July 18, 19 and 20. 
Tennessee—Memphis, June 29 and 30.. 
Texas—-Galveston, July 3, 4 and 5. 
Vermont—Montpelier, October 3 and 4. 
Virginia—Old Point Comfort, July 11, 12 and 
13. 
Washington—North Yakima, August 10, 11 
and 12. 
Wisconsin—Oshkosh, June 28, 29 and 30. 
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FLOTSAM AND JETSAM. 


LAWSUIT OVER A HOG WON AND LOST 
BY MR. LINCOLN. 


In the year 1853, seven years before the 
memorable convention in Chicago, at which 
Mr. Lincoln was nominated for the presidency, 
Andrew J. Stout lived in Bond County, IIl. 
He was the owner of a hog. It was one of the 
scrub variety—one possessed of an irresistible 
desire to wander away from home, and was 
valued at three dollars. 

Patrick J. Byrne was a neighbor of Andrew 
J. Stout. Andrew and Patrick were sturdy 
pioneers of the day; each stubborn in his con- 
viction of what was right, and each willing to 
defend that conviction in.the court of last re- 
sort. 

It was under such conditions that Andrew 
and Patrick “went to law” upon Andrew accus- 
ing Patrick of converting the said hog to his 
own use. 

This was at a time when Mr. Lincoln had 
begun to come prominently before the people 
of his state. His congressional term had ex- 
pired and he was actively engaged in the prac- 
tice of law at Springfield. His reputation as 
an able and convincing lawyer had become 
state-wide. 

Andrew, in his desire to establish his rights 
to the hog in question, retained Mr. Lincoln 
to prosecute his claim against Patrick. 

The case was tried before Judge Underwood, 
of Bond County Circuit Court. It is officially 
reported in Vol. 15 of the Illinois Supreme 
Court Reports. No great principles were in- 
volved, but it is interesting as one of the links 
inthe chain of human interest connected with 
the life of this great man. At the present time 
such a trial would fail to receive passing notice. 
A brief review of the evidence upon which 
Mr. Lincoln won before the trial court and 
afterwards lost upon appeal to the supreme 
court may, however, be of some interest to the 
reader or the student. It will, in a measure, 
serve again to illustrate that Mr. Lincoln was 
a clever trial lawyer. 


Andrew said upon the trial that his hog had 
been missing for some time. He testified that 
he weut te Patrick’s home during his absence 
and told Mrs. Byrne that he had come for his 
hog, which he claimed to have seen the day 
before in a pen, together with other hogs be- 
longing to Patrick. Mrs. Byrne replied to An- 
drew that he had better not take the hog until 
her husband came home. 

Andrew returned the next day and demand- 
ed the hog, when Patrick answered that he did 





not believe the hog was Andrew’s. Andrew 
insisted that it was and supported his claim 
by others present, whereupon Patrick told An- 
drew to take the hog. 

Now, had this hog been of the ordinary stay- 
at-home variety, the matter would have ended 
right there. Such, however, was not the case, 
for when they went to the hog pen the hog was 
not in it. - 

Upon discovering the absence of the hog, 
Patrick told Andrew if he would wait an hour 
or so the hog would probably come up and he 
could get it; or, if not, he would put the hog 
up when it did come and if Andrew would re- 
turn in the morning he could get it. 

Patrick then informed Andrew that the hog 


‘in question had trespassed upon him for two 


or three years and that he had always thought 
it belonged to a former tenant. He said the 
hog was unmarked and ownerless and that he 
had repeatedly tried, without success, to drive 
the hog away or to keep it either in or outside 
his cornfields or other inclosures, and that he 
had finally determined to fatten it for a tenant’s 
use. 

After this conversation Andrew went away. 
The hog finally came up to the house. Andrew 
put it in the pen and sent word to Patrick that 
the hog was there and that he could get it. 

Another opportunity to have avoided this law- 
suit was again lost. Andrew sent word to pat- 
rick that if he wanted him to take the hog that 
Patrick should bring it himself. He further 
sent word to Patrick that he had a hold on 
him; that he intended to chastise him and 
would make him pay for the hog and that he 
could send him to the penitentiary. 

This information had anything but a sooth- 
ing effect upon the temperament of Patrick. 
The hog was not delivered to Andrew; neither 
did Andrew come for it. There was proof of- 
fered by Andrew that Patrick had been heard 
“hallowing” to the dogs to worry the hog and 
that the hog was afterwards found dead. 

Mr. Lincoln prosecuted the case in his usual 
adroit manner. A verdict was returned in 
favor of his client and against Patrick J. Byrne 
in the sum of three dollars. 

Patrick felt that an injustice had been done 
him and appealed the case to the Supreme 
Court at Springfield, where it was decided ad- 
versely to Mr. Lincoln and his client. The 
court in its opinion stated the proofs were so 
convincing that there was no room for argu- 
ment or application of principles of law and 
that every element of a conversion was want- 
ing. Besides, it said there were strong reasons 
to doubt Andrew J. Stout’s title to the hog. 

It will thus be seen that this great man, at ~ 
a time when he was at his best as a lawyer 
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and just on the threshold of a great career, 
was not too big to engage in a simple, homely 
case involving a breechy hog valued at three 
dollars. It can truly be said of Mr. Lincoln, 
“he came from the soil.” 
J. H. ROCKWELL. 
Springfield, Ill. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 





DETACHING PAPER FROM WRITTEN CON- 
TRACT SO AS TO FORM NEGOTIABLE 
INSTRUMENT. 





Editor Central Law Journal: 

Mr. J. C. Klein, with whom 1 am associated, 
has been a subscriber of your paper for years, 
and I read the same always with interest. 

But I find special interest in your editor’s 
note to the case of Landon v. Halcomb, Tex. 
184 S. W. 1098, the full opinion of which you 
have copied in your May 26th number on page 
374, which case has to do with negotiable in- 
struments and particularly to a case where a 
written contract is so drawn and executed, that 
a portion thereof can be detached, forming a 
regular negotiable note. 

I have had recently, and have at this time, 
pending in our circuit courts a number of cases 
wherein this very thing was done. I have rep- 
resented the plaintiff in the action, who was the 
holder of the “detached” portion, and who was 
a holder in due course thereof; and have given 
much consideration to the matter. I agree 
with your note to this case and do not 
agree with the Texas court, when it speaks of 
the said “detachment” as being a “material 
alteration” of a note, within the meaning of the 
Negotiable Instruments Act. I have had occa- 
sion to consider such detachments in the fol- 
lowing ways, Viz.: 

First, where the contract or order contains 
positive authority to detach the note therefrom. 

Second, where the contract or order contains 
only apparent authority to so detach. 

Third, where the contract or order contains 
no authority at all to detach. 

The first of the above presents no trouble at 
all in this State, for our court has held in two 
recent cases (Pratt v. Rounds, 169 S. W. 848, 
160 Ky. 358, and in Robertson v. Commercial 
Security Co., 153 S. W. 450, 152 Ky. 340) that 
where the contract contains specific authority 
to detach the note from the other writing, the 
maker of the note cannot afterwards complain 
of its being detached. 

The second presents considerable trouble, for 
here we have neither positive authority nor 
total failure of authority, to detach. I. have in 





mind here a contract or order, wherein is men- 
tioned, “the detachable agreement below,” 
which, of course, has reference to the note. I 
have found no cases wherein such a contract 
has been construed. However, it would seem to 
me that where same is true and both the con- 
tract and the note are signed by the maker, and 
the two are separated by a perforated line, and 
especially as the maker is charged with knowl- 
edge of what is in the order, if the note 
is detached therefrom, he cannot complain. 
The mention in the body of the order of the 
“detachable agreement below” certainly nega- 
tives the idea that it was not the intention 
of the parties thereto to detach if so desired. 
It would seem, therefore, that with such ap- 
parent authority, the holder of the note after 
being detached, would stand in the same posi- 
tion with respect to 4he note, that the holder 
would wherein positive authority was given. 

It is the last that presents considerable trou- 
ble. But with all three cases, the courts persist 
in saying that such detachment is a material 
alteration of a note. Not so at all. In the 
case you have published, the court said: “If 
at the time the contract was executed the 
parties thereto intended and understood that 
the note was to remain permanently attached 
to the order, as found by the jury, then it 
follows that the separation of the order from 
the note for the purpose of negotiating the 
note was a material alteration of the note.” 

The material alteration mentioned is the 
material alteration provided for in §§ 124 and 
125 of the Negotiable Instruments Act. The 
courts cannot get away from this idea, but 
further hold, under § 124 of the Act, that if 
such detached note is in the hands of a holder 
in due course, he can enforce “payment there- 
of according to its original tenor.” Original 
tenor, of course, would mean the way it was 
before being materially altered. In the case 
of detachment from a contract (if we are to 
consider same as a material alteration, as does 
the Texas court) then the original tenor would 
be the way the instrument was before the con- 
tract or order was detached from the note. 
But this detached note, with the contract at- 
tached thereto as it was originally, was not a 
negotiable instrument. How then could the 
detachment therefrom of the contract part, 
be a “material alteration” of a note Within the 
meaning of the Act? The Act only applies to 
negotiable instruments. The contract and note 
were not negotiable. Therefore, § 124 of the 
Act could not apply. The note after being de- 
tached is certainly negotiable, and there has 
been no alteration of it, either. It was only 
an alteration of a non-negotiable instrument 
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The taking away of the contract from the note 
part thereof made a negotiable note out of a 
non-negotiable instrument. How then could 
the Act apply to the non-negotiable instrument? 
It cannot. The courts are in error when they 
refer to such detachment as a material altera- 
tion of the note. There never has been any al- 
teration of the note. It was the contract that 
was altered, and not the note. 

By the Act, a note which is materially al- 
tered is void in the hands of any person except 
a holder in due course thereof, and he may en- 
force payment according to its original tenor. 
But the Act applies to negotiable instruments. 
The instrument, to fall within the Act, must be 
negotiable at the time of the material altera- 
tion. In these cases, however, the instrument 
was not negotiable at the time of the altera- 
tion. Therefore the law on non-negotiable in- 
struments would apply instead of the provi- 
sions of the Act. 

By the negligence of the maker of the order 
or contract, he has made it possible for his 
non-negotiable instruments to be so altered that 
a perfectly regular and negotiable instrument 
can be put in circulation. A holder thereof, ifa 
holder in due course, can enforce payment ac- 
cording to the terms of the note, and not ac- 
cording to the terms of the instrument as orig- 
inally made. Of course if he took it with knowl- 
edge that it had been detached, he would have 
to defend upon the original paper. 

For these reasons I cannot see just why the 
courts persist in saying such detachment is a 
material alteration of a note. It is the other 
way around, it is a material alteration of a 
non-negotiable instrument or contract. 


Yours very truly, 
WM. F. CLARKE, JR., 


Louisville, Ky. 


NOTE—Our correspondent extends the point 
made by us, by saying that to detach a part of 
a written instrument so as to make the de- 
tached part in form a negotiable instrument is, 
at most, “alteration of a non-negotiable (and 
not a negotiable) instrument.” This is a strong 
point, and seems to take detachment out of the 
rule of recovery on a negotiable instrument ac- 
cording to its original tenor. The original tenor 
in such a case is on a non-negotiable instru- 
ment, and suit on such an instrument admits 
all defenses that might be made against original 
Payee. We think there is here something more 
than a play upon terms, even if detachment 
may not amount to forgery, as some courts hold. 
It may be that the question of possibility of 
converting a contract into a negotiable instru- 
ment by the simple process of detachment and 
thus leave no sign behind, would rather be 
taken as presumptive proof of authority, than 
were a negotiable instrument materially 
changed. EDITOR. 
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Captain—‘What’s he charged with, Casey?” 

Officer—“I don’t know the regular name fer 
it, captain; but I caught him a-flirtin’ in the 
park.” 

Captain—“Ah, 
officer.” —Judge. 


that’s impersonatin’ an 





Magistrate—“But what caused the quarrel 
between you and your wife?” 

Complainant—“I put her down as a depend- 
ent of mine, sir.”—Sydney Bulletin. 





When ex-Attorney General Knox was a young 
lawyer, he was in physique not much larger 
than Tom Thumb. In one of his first cases 
where he appeared before the court of an ad- 
joining state it was his fortune to be opposed 
by an attorney, a veritable giant in size, and 
possessor of a most intimidating manner. Go- 
ing up to young Knox, the giant guffawed 
down upon him, “Are you the attorney opposing 
me? Why, I could put you in my vest pocket.” 

“Maybe you could,” said the unabashed Knox; 
“but if you did so you would have more law 
in your pocket than you ever had in your 
head.”—St. Louis Globe-Democrat. 





A Connecticut man tells of the case of one 
Silas Ketchum, the champion liar of a village 
in that state. 

It appears that one day Si was arrested and 
brought before the local justice for chicken 
stealing. 

“Jedge, Your Honor,” he said, “I plead guilty 
on the advice of my lawyer.” 

But the Justice gazed at the noted pre- 
varicator and rubbed his chin dubiously. 

“I dunno,” he said, “I dunno. I guess— 
well, Si—I guess I’ll have to have more evi- 
dence before I sentence ye.”—Kansas City Bar 
Monthly. 





The evidence was absolutely conclusiveagainst 
the old negro who was charged with stealing a 
chicken from his neighbors, says the National 
Monthly. The negro was a familiar figure to 
the judge, who addressed him reproachfully: 

“Now, Rastus, why did you steal that chick- 
en?” 

“Bekase ma pooh family wuz starving, yo’ 
honnor,” whimpered the old man. 

“Family starving!” cried the judge. “But 
they tell me you keep four dogs. How is that, 
uncle?” 

“Why, yo’ Honnor,” said the old fellow, re- 
proachfully, “you wouldn’t ’spect ma family to 
eat dem dogs!”—St. Louis Post-Dispatch. 
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1. Abatement and Revival—Dismissal.—Al- 
though pendency of an action in the federal 
court on the same cause will defeat a second 
action in the state court, it is sufficient to pre- 
vent abatement if the suit in federal courts is 
terminated by nonsuit or dismissal before trial 
of the plea in abatement.—Martin vy, Richmond 
Oil Co., Mo App., 184 S. W. 127. 


3. Anmimals—Negligence.—Where defendant's 
Where a party claiming under a tax lease con- 
tracted to sell the lots, and the buyer went into 
possession, his vendor giving him an assign- 
ment of the tax lease, and later a quitclaim 
deed purporting to convey the lots in fee, the 
possession under the quitclaim deed of the buy- 
er, and his widow as his devisee, was adverse 
to the true owner.—Cardwell v. Clark, N. Y. 
Sup. Ct., 158 N. Y. Supp. 300. 


3. Amimals—Negligence—Where defandant’s 
mules, while stabled in plaintiff's barn, carried 
disease to plaintiff's horses, defendants were 
not liable unless they knew, or were charged 
with knowledge, of the condition of the mules. 
= Cc. Brown & Co. v. Bennett, Ark., 184 S. W. 


4. Attorney and Client—Disbarment.—Con- 
duct of attorney in making extortionate charges, 
procuring conveyance of property by conceal- 
ment of value, and entry of false items in ac- 
count with client required his disbarment.—In 
re Egan, S. D., 157 N. W. 310. 

5. Bail—Vacating Judgment.—That defend- 
ant was confined in a federal jail at the time 
of forfeiture of his recognizance given for ap- 
poerenge in state courts did not require vaca- 
jon of the judgment of forfeiture in the ab- 
sence of showing that he was incarcerated in 
the federal jail through no fault of his own.— 
Metcalf v. State, Okla., 156 Pac. 305. 





6. Bailment—Conversion.—Where defendant 
S, as agent, dictated the memorandum of sale 
of the contents of a building in which plain- 
tiff’s machinery was stored, investigated the 
laintiff’s claim that a portion of the property 
elonged to him, and received the purchase 
price, there was an act of Cconversion.—Knowles 
v. Smith, Mich., 157 N. W. 276. 


7. Bankruptey—Act of.—Execution of deed 
to trustee for creditors pursuant to agreement 
with creditors held not act of bankruptcy, 
where it was delivered in escrow for delivery 
in case all creditors should consent.—N. L. Car- 
penter & Co. v. Lybrand, U. S. C. C. A., 230 Fed. 


8. Assignment.—Adjudication in bankrupt- 
cy held not to avoid assignment under state law, 
recognized by state courts as valid, more than 
20 months before the adjudication, and not to 
vest title to the property in the trustee.—In 
re Bridge, U. S. D. C., 230 Fed. 184. 


9. Burden of Proof.—Trustee, suing to re- 
cover payments alleged to have been _ voidable 
preferences, held bound to show that defendant 
had reasonable cause to believe that bankrupt’s 
property at fair valuation was less than indebt- 
eee v. Morrill, U, S. D. C., 230 Fed. 
190. 








10.——Concealment. — Bankrupt’s schedules 
and financial statements showing shrinkage of 
assets held to make prima facie case, and, un- 
less explained, to raise conclusive presumption, 
of concealment of assets within Civ. Code Ga. 
1910, § 3380, as to loss of exemptions.—in re 
Powell, U. S. D. C., 230 Fed. 316. 

11. Estoppel.—Though state court’s judg- 
ment, in favor of customer of bankrupt stock- 
brokers, whose stock was pledged by bankrupt, 
estopped the trustee and the estate, held, that 
the customer could only claim in competition 
with other customers having equal rignts.—In 
re Stringer, U. S. D. C., 230 Fed. 177. 

12. Insolvency.—Land claimed to have been 
purchased with wife’s money, but of which hus- 
band was apparent owner for years, held his 
property for the purpose of paying debts, and 
he could not convey it to her when insolvent.— 
Owens v. Daniel, U. S. C, C. A., 230 Fed. 101. 

13. Jurisdiction. — Though bankruptcy 
court may not enforce process or orders out- 
side its territorial jurisdiction, held, that its 
jurisdiction is coextensive with the United 
States.—Orinoco Iron Co. v. Metzel, U. S. C. C. 
A., 230 Fed. 40. 

14. Preference—Under Bankr. Act, §§ 57g, 
60b, 67e, preferred creditors held entitled to 
prove claim, though the only surrender of the 
preference was the payment of a_ judgment 
against him in favor of the trustee.—In re Louis 
J. Bergdgll Motor Co., U. S. D. C., 230 Fed. 248. 

15. Provable Claim.—Rents accruing after 
commencement of bankruptcy proceedings are 
not provable against either tenant or surety.— 
Kamioner v. Balkind, N. Y. City Ct. 158 N. Y. 
Supp. 310. 

















16. Banks and Banking—Estoppel.—Where 
bank pays draft for benefit of customer at his 
request, customer cannot be heard to say, in 
action by bank for money paid, that there was 
no liability because draft was not accepted in 
writing by customer.—Central Exch. Bank v. 
Williams, Okla., 156 Pac. 347. 

17. Laches.—Pledgee of bank stock is not 
guilty of laches in failing to inquire if bank 
had loaned money to its active manager where 
it is violation of law to do so.—Bryan County 
State Bank v. American Nat. Bank of Ft. Worth, 
Tex., Okla., 156 Pac. 352. 

18. Bills and Notes—Certificate of Deposit.— 
Where certificates of deposit provide for pay- 
ment at maturity “upon the surrender of this 
certificate properly assigned and indorsed,” a 
delivery of the certificate to the court, in a 
suit by a holder ~—% an indorser, is a suf- 
ficient surrender.—Park v. Best, lowa, 157 N. W. 





19. Evidence.—Where pase sought to 
recover on note as payee and alleged and proved 
that gs ee payee was his agent and named 
as such by mistake, contention that judgment 
— erroneous for failure to prove transfer for 
value held untenable.—Ford v, Johnston, Tex. 
Civ. App., 184 S. W. 303. 
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20. Indorser.—Indorser of note giving 
holder the option to declare the whole sum due 
on default in payment of interest was not liable 
to a holder, who made no presentment and de- 
mand for payment upon the maker and gave 
the indorser no notice of dishonor, though the 
maker had defaulted in the interest when the 
note was negotiated.——Bardshar v. Chaffee, 
Wash., 156 Pac. 388. 


21. Breach of Marriage Promise—Damages. 
—Plaintiff suing for breach of marriage prom- 
ise held entitled to recover for loss of reason- 
able expectations of advantageous settlement 
in life, pecuniary loss, injured feelings, anxiety 
of mind, wounded pride, and mortification.— 
Thrush v. Fullhart, U. S. C. C. A., 230 Fed. 24. 


22, Damages.—Plaintiff, suing for breach 
of promise of marriage, can recover just com- 
pensation for defendant’s breaking their en- 
gagement, the money value to her of the mar- 
riage, and damages for mortification and in- 
jury to her affections.—Densmore v, Thurston, 
Me., 96 Atl. 1068. 


23. Bridges—Letting of Contract.—Warrants 
for building a bridge cannot be canceled be- 
cause the contract for the construction of the 
bridge was not let at public auction as required 
by statute, where it was constructed for an 
amount within the appropriation, and was ac- 
cepted and used by the county.—Izard County 
v. Vincennes Bridge Co., Ark., 184 S. W. 67 

24. Brokers—Dual Agency.—An agent to 
lease real property cannot act for both parties, 
without consent of principals, but with their 
consent, he may act for both, and his agree- 
ment for compensation is binding.—Kirby- 
Sorge-Felske Co. v. Doty, Mich., 157 N. W. 273. 

25. Estoppel.—Brokers, suing for commis- 
sions, could not set up that agreement between 
them and defendant as to commissions was void 
as in fraud of a corporation with whom 4e- 
fendant exchanged roperties.—Lloyd v. Wil- 
liamson, Wash., 156 Pac. 390. 

26. Estoppel.—Where a landowner availed 
himself of contracts procured by plaintiff 
broker and did not cancel the broker’s contract 
for nonperformance, he cannot defeat recovery 
of commissions on the ground that the broker 
did not comply with all terms of the contract.— 
Denton v. Holbert, Tex. Civ. App., 184 S. W. 251. 

27. Estoppel.—A furniture manufacturer 
cannot object that a broker who negotiated 
sales between the manufacturer and merchants 
on commission employed subagents to solicit 
business for him.—Tomlinson Chair Mfg. Co. v. 
Jop-pa Mattress Co., Ark., 184 S. W. 32. 

28. Principal and Agent.—A broker owes 
his customer the same duties in the purchase 
and sale of stocks on margins as of those paid 
for.—Hall v. Paine, Mass., 112 N. E. 153. 

29. Carriers of Goods—Publication of Rates. 
—Where carrier has published and filed two 
rates for shipment of live stock, one based on 
special contract and higher rate on unrestricted 
liability, shipper is charged with Knowledge of 
two rates and may exercise option between 
them.—St. Louis & S, F. R. Co. v. Taliaferro, 
Okla., 156 Pac. 359. 

30. Carriers of Live Stock—Stipulations.— 
Stipulation in contract for carriage of live stock 
that suit for damages must be brought within 
90 days is not binding if there was no consid- 
eration therefor, and where a binding oral con- 
tract had been previously made, the subsequent 
written contract would be without considera- 
tion.— Kansas City, M. & O. Ry. Co, v. Hansard, 
Tex. Civ. App., 184 S. W. 329. 

31. Carriers of Passengers—Limitation of 
Liability—A passenger, though unable to read 
English, and told by the carrier that it would 
be unnecessary to insure his baggage, was 
bound by the limitation in the ticket on liability 
for loss of baggage.—Secoulsky v. Oceanic 
Steam Nav. Co., Mass., 112 N. E. 151. 

32. Commerce—Pure Food Law.—Laws N. D. 
1911, p. 355, prohibiting the sale of lard not in 
bulk unless put up in packages of specified 
weights, is not repugnant to the Pure Food and 
Drugs Act, which has reference merely to adul- 
teration and misbranding.—Armour & Co. v. 
State of North Dakota, U. S. Sup. Ct., 36 Sup. 
Ct. 440. 

33. Constitutional Law—State Court.—The 
federal supreme court will not disturb a de- 























cision of the state court that a municipal or- 
dinance requiring a street railway company to 
pave its tracks with asphalt did not impair 
the obligations of its charter, where the state 
court found that the use of crushed stone by 
the railway company would interfere with the 
pavement of other parts of the street.—South- 
ern Wisconsin Ry. Co. v. City of Madison, U. 
S. Sup. Ct., 36 Sup. Ct. 400. 


34. Contracts—Construction.—Under contract 
between theatrical company and theater owner 
providing for settlement at the end of each per- 
formance or at such other times as shall be 
mutually agreed, either party may demand set- 
tlement at end of each performance.—Comstock 
oa Co. v. Opera Ball Co., Ohio, 112 N. 


35. Construction.— Where owner refused to 
allow contractor to replace broken glass in 
side lights furnished because he wanted another 
style of light he is chargeable with cost of side 
lights, less cost of replacing glass.—S. A. Fos- 
ter Lumber Co. v. Glatfelter, Neb., 157 N. W. 329. 


36. Parol Evidence—Where a_ contract 
provided for a “complete piped well” and the 
parties disputed the meaning of the term, parol 
evidence being introduced, its meaning was for 
the jury.—Becker v. Incorporated Town of 
Churdan, Iowa, 157 N. W. 221. 


37. Corporations—Estoppel.—One who aids in 
a transaction by which another party secures 
stock for services in excess of the value of such 
services, cannot be heard to deny that such 
stock was fully paid, though he might lend 
money to the corporation, but he is estopped 
by his acquiescence to make_ such claim.— 
Schroeder v. Edwards, Mo., 184 S. W. 108. 


38.——Stock Subscription.—A call for a sub- 
scription to stock in a corporation is not neces- 
sary when the contract of subscription contains 
the promise to pay the amount subscribed at a 
specified date-—Commonwealth Bonding & 
Casualty Ins. Co. v. Hill, Tex., 184 S. W. 247. 


39. Covenants—Breach of.—A grantee in a 
warranty deed need not submit to eviction be- 
fore purchasing an outstanding title to protect 
himself against a loss morally certain to hap- 
pen, but must act in good faith towards his 
ee v. Barnhill, Mo. App., 184 8S. 


40. Merger.—Where a contract between M 
and E for the exchange of properties was fully 
executed and merged into final deeds of convey- 
ance, on deed being from B, held that E, in 
bringing a suit against M for the value of land, 
on the ground that B had no title thereto, mis- 
took his remedy and should have sued on the 
covenants in the deed from B, a merger having 
eae ast v. Ehrig, Okla., 156 Pac. 
307. 


41. Customs and Usages—Evidence.—Where 
the terms of an express contract are not am- 
biguous or of doubtful meaning, evidence of a 
local custom or usage is inadmissible for the 
purpose of supporting the claim of either party 
as to the terms of the contract.—Wilkins v. 
Kessinger, Wash., 156 Pac. 389. 


42. Evidence.—Where plaintiff made ar- 
rangements for defendants to take corn bought 
from a farmer, and, his elevator being full, it 
was agreed that defendants should pay the con- 
tract price, the contract cannot be varied by 
a custom among grain dealers that the price 
should be paid directly to the farmer.—Mc- 
Dowell v. Bowles. Billings & Kissler Grain Co., 
Iowa, 157 N. W. 173. 

43. Damages—cCounterclaim.—Under counter- 
claim for damages done to hay through failure 
to stack, in plaintiff's action on contract for 
cutting and stacking hay, defendant’s measure 
of damages was different between market price 
of hay in good condition properly put up and 
market price of hay as damaged.—Lemler v. 














‘Bord, Ore., 156 Pac. 427. 


44. Measure of.—Damages are not meas- 
ured by actual difference in earnings before 
and after injury, but by difference in earning 
capacity.—Leonhardt v. Green, Pa., 96 Atl. 1096. 

45. Deeds—Cloud on Title—Where grantors 
exchanging land delivered their deed to a third 
person, but subject to their further direction, 
and the third person delivered the deed without 
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the grantors’ consent, such grantors could have 
the deed canceled as a cloud on their title.— 
Moore v. Moye, Ark., 184 S. W. 63. 


46. Evidence.—That the grantor made no 
investigation of the mortgaged land and did not 
have the assignments of mortgage recorded 
tens to negative his claim that misrepresenta- 
tions were made as to the value of the mort- 
gage security and that he relied on them.— 
‘Yiagwell v. Bouma, Iowa, 157 N. W. 200. ; 


47. Voidable.—A deed, though secured by 
fraud and voidable at the instance of the 
grantor, conveys his entire interest in the land, 
and he cannot reconvey to another until the 
ded has been set aside as fraudulent.—Cochran 
Timber Co. v. Fisher, Michn., 157 N. W. 282. 


48. Divoree—Cruel Treatment.—Cruel and in- 
human treatment does not necessarily involve 
a finding of physical violence—vP¥ooley  v. 
Pooley, lowa, 157 N. W. 129. - 

49.——Custody of Children—In a divorce 
case, the children of the parties are wards of 
the court, which is concerned with their wel- 
fare and not with the wishes of either of the 
parents, and which has the power and the duty 
to see to their welfare wnen the matter is 
properly brought to its attention.—Houghton v. 
Houghton, S. v., 157 N. W, 316. 

50. Habitual Drunkenness.—Where a hus- 
band, who had used liquor moderately before 
marriage, thereafter became a habitual drunk- 
ard, the wife is entitled to a divorce.—Bill v. 
Bill, lowa, 157 N. W. 158. 

51. Demicile—Change of.—The rule that a 
domicile once fixed remains until another is ac- 
quired does not apply to a change from a dom- 
icile of choice to that of origin, in which case 
the domicile of origin is acquired the moment 
the other is given up.—Denny v. Sumner Coun- 
ty, Tenn., 184 S. W. 14. 

52. Drains—Taxation. — Drainage districts 
cannot exercise the right of taxation to aid 
purely private enterprises.—Elsberry Drainage 
Dist. v. Harris, Mo., 184 S. W. 89. 

53. Easements—Parol Evidence. — Where 
parol evidence showing a verbal gift of a right- 
of-way is not admissible to establish an ease- 
ment, it is admissible to show that one using 
such easement did so adversely.—Heard v. 
Bowen, Tex. Civ. App., 184 S. W. 234. 

64. Prescription.—The owner of property, 
served with water through a pipe running 
across an adjoining lot, who used such pipe for 
more than 10 years, it being invisible and the 
use unknown, could not claim an easement by 
prescription to maintain the pipe.—Davison v. 
Columbia Lodge No. 8, K. P., Wash., 156 Pac. 383. 

55. Election of Remedies—Estoppel in Pais. 
—An “election” differs from an “estoppel in 
pais” in that it need not be acted upon by the 
other party to his detriment.—Phillips v. Rook- 
er, Tenn., 184 S, W. 12 

56. Embezzlement—<Accounting. — Where a 
landowner for whom accused applied and ob- 
tained a loan directed that the funds be trans- 
mitted to accused, the latter was charged with 
the duty of accounting to the landowner, and 
his appropriation of the funds was embezzle- 
ment.—State v. McWilliams, Mo., 184 S. W. 96. 

57. Agent.—An imsurance agent. receives 
premiums under his employment, and may not 
appropriate them to his own use, so that fail- 
ure of the applicant to sign a new application 
as required would not affect his guilt in ap- 
propriating the premiums.—Meredith v. State, 
Tex. Cr. App., 184 S. W. 204. 

58. Eminent Domain—Compensation. — Or- 
dinance of the city of Niagara Falls, forbidding 
erection or operation of factory within pre- 
scribed residence district without consent of 
owners of two-thirds of residences, in view of 
its exceptional scenic beauty, its historical as- 
sociations, etce., held not taking of private prop- 
erty without just compensation in violation of 
Const. N. Y., art. 1, § 4.—In re Russell, N. Y. 
Sup., 158 N. Y. Supp. 162. 

59. Navigable Stream.—Where a stream 
was only two feet deep at high tide and all 
possibility of navigation had been destroyed by 
piers, held, that it was not a navigable stream, 
and damages for condemnation could not be de- 
feated on ground it was navigable.—City of 
Baltimore v. Carroll, Md., 96 Atl. 1076. 























60.—-Right-of-Way.—In proceedings to con- 
demn a right-of-way for a street railroad, the 
depreciation in value of the property in con- 
sequence of the poles and trolley wires pro- 
jecting into the street, being unsightly and a 
source of danger to persons, was an element 
to be considered in fixing damages.—Wadsworth 
“3° v. Charlotte Electric Co., N. C., 88 S. 


61. Equity—Clean Hands.—The maxim that 
“he who comes into equity must come with 
clean hands” cannot be applied to complainant 
in a suit to quiet title on the ground that he 
secured a deed thereto by fraud, where the suit 
is between him and a subsequent grantee, who 
took with knowledge of the fraud.—Cochran 
Timber Co. v. Fisher, Mich., 157 N. W. 282. 


62. Executors and Administrators—Mort- 
gage.—Where notes and a mortgage were ex- 
ecuted by a debtor and his wife to the creditor’s 
widow and her son, who assigned them to the 
creditor’s administrator, the maker could not, 
in the administrator’s action to foreclose the 
mortgage, question his authority to accept an 
assignment of the notes—Chambers y. Cun- 
ningham, Ark., 184 S. W. 49. 


63. Preference.—Where a nonpreferred 
claim was joined with a claim for funeral 
charges, and a judgment entered for the ag- 
gregate amount, and the order for judgment 
separately stated the amounts due on each cause 
of action, the preference due the funeral charge 
ae not lost.—Elton v. Lamb, N. D., 157 N. W. 
288. 





64. False Imprisonment—False Arrest.—Dep- 
uty sheriff, who, in response to telephone mes- 
sage from another officer, detained plaintiff in 
jail because he answered the description given 
of an offender, and only until it was ascertained 
that he was not the party wanted, held not 
liable for a false arrest and imprisonment.— 
Kittredge v. Frothingham, Me., 96 Atl. 1063. 

65. Fraud—Damages.—The buyer of a mo- 
tion picture theater, induced thereto by the 
misrepresentations of the seller as to his right 
to asign the lease and as to the receipts of the 
show, could recover the benefit of his bargain 
as an element of damages, in addition to the 
price paid, unless the loss of business arose 
from the buyer’s lack of skill, experience or 
industry.—Harmon v. Dickerson, Mo. App., 184 
Ss. W. 139. 

66. Fraudulent Conveyances—Husband and 
Wife.—A wife whose claim to personal prop- 
erty under a bill of sale from her husband was 
not in good faith, or who permitted him to hold 
the property out to creditors as his own, could 
not claim it as against such creditors who might 
enforce their claims by execution.—Bank of 
Almyra v. Laur, Ark., 184 S. W. 39. 

67. Inquiry.—Creditor, taking a convey- 
ance for fair consideration from his debtor with 
knowledge of a four-year-old suit pending 
against the latter, was not under duty to make 
any inquiry as to any fraudulent design of the 
debtor toward the plaintiff in the suit.—Nation- 
al Bank of Slatington v. Massopust, N. J., 96 
Atl. 1071. # 

68. Husband and Wife—Alienation of Affec- 
tions—In action for alienation of affections, 
burden is on plaintiff to show that defendant 
was pursuer, not merely pursued, and that de- 
fendant deliberately influenced plaintiff's hus- 
band.—Stewart v. Hagerty, Pa., 96 Atl. 1099. 

69. Indictment and Information—Defects.— 
Notaries public held without authority to ad- 
minister oaths in connection with criminal 
prosecutions, and hence information made on 
oath of persons whose affidavits, taken before 
notaries public, were annexed was defective.— 
United States v. Schallinger Produce Co., U. S. 
D. C., 230 Fed. 290. 

70. Insurance—Extension.— Where insured, 
having procured a loan for the full value of the 
policy, defaulted in payment of premiums, in- 
terest and principal of loan, the insurance was 
not automatically extended under a _ provision 
for extension after payment of three full 
premiums in case the policy was free from debt. 
—Fidelity Mut. Ins. Co. v. Oliver, Miss., 71 So. 

71. Forfeiture.—If a letter reminding an 
insured of his nonpayment of a — 
amounts simply to an expression of willingness 
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to reinstate a forfeited policy upon payment, 
there is no waiver of default; but, if it indi- 
cates an intention to treat the policy as in 
force, there is a waiver.—Noem v. Equitable 
Life Ins. Co. of lowa, S. D., 157 N. W. 308. 


72. Notice to Agent.—Knowledge acquired 

by an insurance agent while acting in connec- 

‘tion with a matter in which he is authorized to 

act will be imputed to the company or pre- 

sumed to have been communicated by him to it. 

ity ag Be National Casualty Co., Ind. App., 112 
‘ - 115. 








73. Temporary Insurance.—A printed re- 
ceipt for the first premium on a life policy re- 
citing. that the applicant was insured from its 
date, if accepted as an insurable risk, was a 
contract of temporary insurance from that date, 
although the applicant died before receiving the 
policy. which provided for a larger premium.— 
Kempf v. Equitable Life Assur. Soc. of United 
States, Mo. App., 184 S. W. 133. 


74. Total Loss.—The question of total or 
partial loss is to be decided by the present con- 
dition of the building and whether it has lost 
its identity as a building, rather than its use 
after being repaired.—Brown yv. Connecticut 
ae _ Co. of Hartford, Conn., Mo. App., 184 

3 - 122. 








75. Waiver.—Where insured relies on the 
act of an agent as waiver, he must show, either 
that the agent had express authority to make 
the waiver, or that the insurer, with knowl- 
edge of the facts, ratified the agent’s acts.— 
Union Mut. Ins. Co. v. Huntsberry, Okla., 156 
Pac. 327, 


76. Libel and Slander—Damages.—In action 
for libel alleging damage to value of plaintiff’s 
lease of a hotel property, the correct measure 
of damages would be the diminution of the net 
income from hotel business, and not the lessen- 
ing of the gross receipts after publication of al- 
leged libel.—Adams vy. Scott, S. D., 157 N. W. 321. 


77. Innuendo. — A newspaper interview, 
stating that plaintiff had under an assumed 
name “trailed” defendant and her daughter to 
a summer resort, and that “when he had left a 
diamond pin she had was gone,” is actionable 
per se, with allegations, by way of innuendo, 
that it meant to accuse plaintiff of larceny.— 
Davis v. Kelly, N. Y. Sup. Ct., 158 N. Y¥. Supp. 
145. 





78. Malicious Prosecution — Damages.—Ex- 
penses such as attorney’s fees and costs in- 
curred by the plaintiff in malicious prosecution, 
in the former action, if reasonable and neces- 
sary, and so far as they are the actual and 
proximate result of the prosecution, may be 
awarded as items of damage.—Wren v. Rehfeld, 
S. D., 157 N. W. 323 

79. Mandamus—Discretion.—Relator is not 
entitled to mandamus to compel placing of name 
on official ballot unless act is- one which law 
enjoins as duty resulting from office, trust, or 
station.—State v. Lloyd, Ohio, 112 N. E. 141. 

80. Master and Servant—Employers’ Liabil- 
ity Act.—A contract by which an_ interstate 
railway carrier employs another to handle the 
coal required for its engines, and which pro- 
vides that the carrier reserves no control over 
such person except as to the results to be ac- 
complished, does not create the relation of mas- 
ter and servant so as to render the Employers’ 
Liability Act applicable to the employes of such 
econtractor.—Chicago, R. I. & P. Ry. Co. v. Bond, 
U. S. Sup. Ct., 36 Sup. Ct. 403. 

81. Evidence.—The state rules as to suf- 
ficiency of evidence to prove negligence apply 
in actions under the federal Employers’ Liabil- 
ity Act, as that act contains no specific pro- 
visions as to quantity or method of proof of 
negligence.—Mulligan v. Atlantic Coast Line R. 
Co., S. C., 88 S. E. 445. 

82.- Respondeat Superior—One who con- 
tracted with a licensed truckman to make de- 
liveries held not liable for injuries resulting 
from the negligence of the driver of the truck, 
selected, hired and paid by the truckman, who 
alone could discharge him.—Miranker v. Wil- 
liams, N. Y. Sup. Ct., 158 N. Y. Supp. 273. 

83. Mines and Minerals — Extra Lateral 
Rights.—In an action to determine extra lateral 
mining rightsifthe planesas drawninan order 
of injunction pendente lite were employed mere- 











ly as a means of describing the territory to be 
protected, and if the defendant was not injured 
thereby, the order should be affirmed, even 
though not technically justified—Anaconda Cop- 
per Mining Co. v. Pilot-Butte Mining Co., Mont., 
156 Pac. 409. 


84. Monopolies—Breach of Contract.—New 
York fashion company selling patterns to Texas 
buyer and fixing prices, etc., so that the con- 
tract was partially violative of the Texas Anti- 
Trust Act, could not recover for the buyer’s 
breach.—Segal v. McCall Co., Tex., 184 S. W. 188. 


85. Mortgages—Practical Construction.—The 
practical construction by the parties cannot ef- 
fect the priority of mortgages which are definite 
and certain in themselves.—Stanley v. True, 
Me., 96 Atl. 1057. 


86. Municipal Corporations—Improvement. — 
The use to which property is put cannot of it- 
self determine the question of benefits from an 
improvement; the usual test being the increase 
of value for any use to which the land might be 
adapted.—City of Vancouver v. Corporation of 
—- Bishop of Nisqually, Wash., 156 Pac. 


87.——Obstruction of Street.—A paving con- 
tractor has the right to occupy the streets with 
a truck bearing a concrete mixer, and the mere 
fact that it thereby obstructs travel does not 
make him a wrongdoer or liable for the incon- 
venience to the public or individuals—Law v. 
= Asphaltic Paving Co., Iowa, 157 N. W. 
io. 





88. Sidewalks.—WHere a city established 
the grade of a street and placed lights and 
signs thereon and permitted pedestrians for 
years to use a portion of it as a sidewalk at 
the point where plaintiff was injured, the city 
was liahle for failure to maintain the sidewalk. 
= a nak v. City of Poplar Bluff, Mo. App., 184 


89. Sidewalks.—An irregularity of nearly 
four inches in the sidewalk, two sections of 
which were not on the same level, cannot be 
held a defect of so trivial a character that no 
recovery for injuries occasioned by reason of 
the defect could be had.—Merwin vy. City of 








| Utica, N. Y. Sup. Ct., 158 N. Y. Supp. 257. 


90. Negiigence—Comparative.—The compara- 
tive negligence rule established by the Employ- 
er’s Liability Act is not applicable to the case 
of a rear brakeman who, after going back to 
signal a train approaching from the rear, re- 
mained in the caboose until a collision occurred; 
his negligence being the sole cause of the in- 
jury.—Great Northern Ry. Co. v. Wiles, U. S. 
Sup. Ct., 36 Sup. Ct. 406. 


91. Minor.—The conduct of a boy 15 years 
old was not to be measured by that of the or- 
dinarily prudent man of mature years, and his 
age was to be considered.—Marshall v. United 
Rys. Co. of St. Louis, Mo., Ap., 184 S. W. 159. 


92. Novation—Test of—The grantee of a 
widow, who agreed to support her for life, she 
thereafter agreeing to his sale to a third per- 
son and the latter’s substitution as the party 
who was to support her, was relieved from his 
obligation and was not liable for his grantee’s 
breach.—Nalls v. McGrill, Tex. Civ. App., 184 S. 
W. 275. 

93. Partnership—Survivor.—Surviving broth- 
er of two composing partnership operating a 
hotel, the deceased brother having ordered plans 
for an addition, and the survivor not having 
objected, held liable for the charge.—Snaman v. 
Lane, Tex. Civ. App., 184 S. W. 366. 


94. Patents—Infringement.—Infringement is 
not avoided by combining two elements of the 
patented structure into one unitary structure, 
se long as each element operates in substan- 
tially the same way to produce substantially 
the same result.—Proudfit Loose Leaf Co. v. 
Kalamazoo Loose Leaf Binder Co., U. S. C. C. A., 
230 Fed. 120. 

95. New Invention.—A patentee is not re- 
quired to point out and claim the uses to which 
his invention may be put, and any additional 
and new use may properly be considered in de- 
termining the status of the invention in the art. 
—Kennicott Co. v. Holt Ice & Cold Storage Co., 
U. S.C. C, A., 230 Fed, 157. 
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96. Payment—Conditional.—_In the absence 
of express agreement, the delivery of certificates 
of deposit in payment of a debt does not op- 
erate as an absolute payment, but as a condi- 
tional payment, and will leave a right of action 
on the original debt if the certificates prove 
worthless, regardless of the contract of in- 
dorsement.—Park v. Best, Iowa, 157 N. W. 233. 


97. Foreclosure.—Where the seller of a 
motion picture theater, who took notes in pay- 
ment, and a chattel mortgage on the equipment 
as security, foreclosed the mortgage, he there- 
by held the notes in full i of the pur- 
chase price.—Harmon v. ickerson, Mo. App., 
184 S. W. 139. 


98. Post-Office—Scheme to Defraud.— The 
mailing of letters in execution of a scheme to 
defraud could be made a criminal offense, as 
was done by Cr. Code, § 215, though the fraudu- 
lent scheme be outside the jurisdiction of Con- 
gress.—Badders v. United States, U. S. Sup. Ct., 
36 Sup. Ct. 367. 


99. Principal and Agent—Notice.—Where the 
driver who had charge of mules of a firm had 
knowledge of their diseased condition and the 
liability of such disease being communicated 
to other animals, the partners are charged with 
the agent’s knowledge.—M. C. Brown & Co. v. 
Bennett, Ark., 184 S. W. 35. 


100.— Scope of Authority.—Where an agent 
authorized to buy cotton bought cotton for fu- 
ture delivery in violation of his instruction, the 
principal is liable, the seller having no notice 
of the limitation on the agent’s apparent au- 
thority.—Mann v. Bell, Tex. Civ. App., 184 S. W. 
9 


320. 


101.——Collateral Agreement.—The contract 
of plaintiff to secure free leases for a company. 
and of the company to build and operate a 
smelter, or return the money paid for the leases, 
being legal, the collateral matter, that part of 
the money was unlawfully obtained from cities 
does not avail the company’s sureties.—Tri- 
Bullion Smelting & Development Co. v. McLain, 
Colo., 156 Pac. 133. 


102.—_Collateral Agreement.—A surety com- 
pany insures only the original contract, and not 
a contract substituted by the parties to the 
original agreement.—Thomas Drug Store v. Na- 
tional Surety Co., S. C., 88 S. E. 442. 


103. Railroads—Frightening Animals. — A 
railroad is not liable if teams become frightened 
at the usual noises incident to the movement 
of trains, though it is otherwise if steam is 
blown off carelessly and recklessly near a rest- 
ive team, and where the engineer, seeing their 
fright. does not desist.—Witte v. Atlantic Coast 
Line R. Co., N. C., 88 S. E. 435. 


104. Receivership—Where damage to a 
shipment of live stock occurred while the car- 
rier was in the hands of receivers, appointed 
by a federal court, such carrier will be treated 
as in the hands of the federal courts when” the 
injury occurred, and the shipper cannot recover 
therefor against the carrier.—Kansas City, M. 
or x at Co. v. Russell, Tex. Civ. App., 184 S. 


105. Receivership.—The agent of the re- 
ceivers of a railway corporation is not its agent 
for the service of process, though before ap- 
pointment he served the road in the same ca- 
pacity as he serves the receivers at the time of 
service of citation upon him.—Webster v. In- 
ternational & G. N. Ry. Co., Tex. Civ. App., 184 
S. W. 295 

106. Sales—Agency.—Where plaintiff bought 
and took title to stock at defendant's solicita- 
tion, defendant agreeing to take stock later 
and pay plaintiff cost thereof with interest, 
transaction was one of agency and not sale.— 
Foley v Nimocks, 157 N. W. 178. 

107. —Conditional Sale.—In a seller’s action 
to replevin a typewriter sold under a condi- 
tional sale contract, evidence of breach of an 
implied warranty of fitness, without evidence 
of damages therefrom equal to or in excess of 
the installments due, presented no defense.— 
Remington Typewriter Co. v. Rutherford, Okla., 
156 Pac. 166. 

108.——Contract.—Where plaintiff who bought 
corn from a farmer disposed of part of it to 





defendants, the fact that defendants had a con- 
JO AIBAI[OP 94} JOJ 19WIIBJ OUIES oY} YM 39BI} 
the same corn does not excuse them from pay- 
ing plaintiff the purchase money; defendants 
not having paid the farmer.—McDowell v. 
pst | “OD UleIH Je[ssey YP sZul[iid ‘sermog 


109. Delivery.—Where plaintiff agreed to 
sell cotton for delivery on or about a certain 
date, and defendant accepted a portion deliv- 
ered at a subsequent date, the time of delivery 
was not of the essence of the contract, and fail- 
ure to deliver on the exact date stipulated did 
not defeat plaintiff’s right to recover for the de- 
fendants’ refusal to accept the remainder of the 
a. v. Polasek,- Tex. Civ. App., 184 S. 


110. Speeifie Performance—Decree—A _ con- 
tract for the sale of realty incapable of specific 
performance cannot be the basis of a valid claim 
to an interest therein, against which, when as- 
serted, the owner is entitled to a decree quiet- 
ing - title—Crane v. Roach, Cal. App., 156 

ac. * 


111. Statutes—Computation of Time.—Where 
statute requires act to be performed a fixed 
number of days previous to specified day, last 
day should be excluded and first day included. 
—State Board of Deputy State Supervisors and 
Inspectors of Elections of Montgomery County, 
Ohio, 112 N. E. 136. 


112. Taxation—Discrimination. — Where the 
assessing department of a state uniformly ap- 
plies different standards of valuation to differ- 
ent classes of property, the result is necessarily 
inequality and discrimination in taxation, which 
must be presumed to have been intentional.— 
Louisville & N. R. Co. v. Bosworth, U. S. D. C., 
230 Fed. 191. 


113.—Domicile.—"Domicile” and “residence” 
are not synonymous as applied to situs for tax- 
ation; “domicile” importing a legal relation be- 
tween a person and a particular place, based on 
actual residence with intention to remain there. 
—Denny v. Sumner County, Tenn., 184 S. W. 14. 


114. Vendor and Purchaser—Election. — A 
written lease of the land by the vendor, after 
the purchaser’s default, is an election to retain 
the land and entitles the purchaser to a return 
of e 2 payment.—Jicha v. Dance, Iowa, 157 
N. 159, 


115. Fraud.—Where a grantee knew before 
he acquired the property, of a prior unrecorded 
deed, which the grantor claimed was secured 
through fraud, he could not, in suit by the prior 
grantee avail himself of the defense of fraud, 
which is purely equitable and available only to 
the grantor.—Cochran Timber Co. v. Fisher, 
Mich., 157 N. W. 282. 


116. Waters and Water Courses—Beneficial 
Use.—The government, like an individual, can 
appropriate only so much water as it applies to 
beneficial uses, and can only restrain a diversion 
which operates to its prejudice——United States 
v. West Side Irrigating Co., U. S. D. C., 230 Fed. 
284. . o 
117. Wills—Illiteracy.—In construing the will 
of an unlettered man, written by himself, a 
special duty devolves upon the court to give ef- 
fect to the intention, and not to give technical 
meanings to words mistakenly used.—Conover 
v. Cade, Ind., 112 N. E. 7. 


118.—Survivorship.—Provision that, if tes- 
tator’s daughter becomes possessed under. an 
executory devise, and die “without heirs,” then 
the land shall go to the heirs of testator’s 
nephew, means without surviving children.— 
Pitzer v. Morrison, Ill, 111 N. E. 1017. 


119. Witnesses—Examination.—It is within 
.the sound discretion of the trial judge to call 
any witness and examine him, so that it’is not 
error for the court on its own motion to call 
in an expert alienist, using care not to prejudice 
the rights of the defendant thereby.—State v. 
Horne, N. C., 88 S. E. 433. 

120.——Subpoena.—A subpoena, served with- 
out the district and more than 100 miles from 
the place of holding court, has no potency, and 
a witness attending pursuant thereto is regard-. 
ed as attending voluntarily.—United States v. 
Southern Pac. Co., U. S. D. C., 230 Fed. 270. 
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state tax of company qualified to be surety 
on recognizance to government, 279. 

telegram from one point to another in same 
state with wire crossing boundary, 44. 

test whether an employe a oensaged in in- 
terstate commerce, 421, 

to what extent does the , Amend- 
ment to the Hepburn law effect common 
law remedies and proceedings on the 
state courts, 207. 


COMMON LAW. 
adoption of the common law by statute as 
rule of decision, 224. 


CONSTITUTIONAL LAW, 

advertising sales in a prohibition state, 135. 

contracts of fraternal insurance companies 
as coming under the faith and credit 
clause of the Constitution, 8. 

exemption of members of legislature from 
civil process during legislative session, 45. 

federal statute for protection of migratory 
game birds, 100. 

ordinance making unequal assessment of 
special taxes, 189. 





power of the government of the Uniteé 
States to own and operate railroads, 154. 

validity of license tax on the use of trading 
stamps, 


CONTRACTS, 

can unelecting optionee recover’ damages 
for pre-breach of optfon contract, 442. 

printed matter on letterheads as affecting 
offers or acceptances, 71. 

contracts of fraternal insurance companies 
as coming under the faith and credit 
clause of the Constitution, 8. 


CONVICT LABOR, 
right of action ) cqpenes lessee for services 
rendered, 


CORPORATIONS, 

are stocks, bonds and securities subjects of 
interstate commerce, 431. 

collateral attack in suits by or against de 
facto corporations, 300. 

conditional jurisdiction over foreign cor- 
porations in suits arising elsewhere, 117. 

foreign corporations carrying on business 
without a license, 

prima facie validity of corporate note ex- 
ecuted by corporation’s president, 268. 

right to fix capital at less than true value 
in articles of corporation, 98. 

stock dividends as going to remainderman 
or life tenant, 115 


COURTS, 
a well balanced American court, 97. 
judicial courts of inquiry—the antidote for 
the recall of judges, 423. 
presumption of regularity of judgment does 
not extend to special judge, 


CRIMINAL EVIDENCE, 
statement by victim of homicide as res 
gestae, 242. 
withdrawal of plea “ guilty as evidence 
against accused, 


CRIMINAL LAW. 

see IMPERSONATING OFFICER. 

conviction of lower kindred offense charged 
in indictment, 26. 

evidence of other offense than that being 
tried as tending to prove intent, 

impossible for accused on trial x. crime 
to waive continuous presence of same 
judge and same jury in federal court. 79. 

self-defense where one co-owner of illicit 
business attacks another, 4 


CRIMINAL TRIAL, 
presumption against accused for failure to 
submit evidence other than his’ own tes- 
timony, 80 


CUSTOM, 
the law is custom, not reason, 46. 





DAMAGES, 
exemplary damages—a heretical and ill-de- 
fined doctrine, 262. 
mental suffering without other injury as an 
element of damage, 333. 
punitive damages reduced because com- 
pensatory are nominal, 440. 


DEATH BY WRONGFUL ACT, 
oo“ connection in conjecture of death, 
17. 


DEED 
~ of eg affixing seal to make 
conveyance valid, 278. 


DIVORCE, 
see MARRIAGE AND DIVORCE. 
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RUGS, 
see PURE FOOD AND DRUG ACT. 


ELECTIONS, 
defraying expenses of party primary out of 
public funds, 337. 


EMINENT DOMAIN, 
damages increased by use of property with 
other property, 27, 
exercise of right of eminent domain over 
the public lands of the United States, 349. 


EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY ACT, 

federal employers’ liability act superseding 
remedy under state law, 63. 

in actions under employers’ 
how should state courts 
common law, 82, 102. 

meaning of phrase “next of kin,” 368. 

releases of rights of action accruing under 
the federal employers’ liability act, 370. 


liability act, 
interpret the 


test whether an employe is engaged in in-. 


terstate commerce, 422. 


EQUITY, 
bill by stockholder to recover triple penalty 
under the anti-trust law, 206. 


EVIDENCE, 

the admissibility and weight of hearsay evy- 
idence in quasi judicial proceedings, 118. 

the admissibility of evidence of subsequent 
alteration or repair of place or appliance 
causing injury, 136. 

instruction se on disrepute of ex- 
pert testimony, 206. 

judicial cognizance of uniforms of employes 
and of envelopes of public utility, 386. 


EXECUTORS AND ADMINISTRATORS, 
rights of life tenant and remainderman in 
dividends—the English rule, 245. 
stock dividends as going to remainderman 
or life tenant, 115. 


EXTRADITION, 
requisition for fugitive in state to which he 
had been removed by extradition, 261. 


FEDERAL EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY ACT, 
see EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY ACT. 


FEDERAL SAFETY APPLIANCE ACT, 
interstate employes under protection of fed- 
eral safety appliance act, 385. 


FRAUD AND DECEIT. 
the effect of innocent misprepresentation on 
contracts, 264. 


FRAUDS, STATUTE OF, 
sufficiency of memorandum by broker in a 
sale transaction, 261. 


FRAUDULENT CONVEYANCES, 

construction of the bulk sales law, 246. 

ner ff claim for tort as existing cred- 
itor, 51, 

participation by grantee in intent of grantor 
to defraud his creditors, 

the bulk sales law of the state of Wash- 
ington, 334. 


FAME AND GAMING, 
federal statute for protection of migratory 
game birds, 100. 


3AMING, , 
advertising schemes and the lottery law, 


HIGHWAYS, 
dog causing injury to automobile, 332. 
rights and duties of automobile driver when 
meeting and passing horse-drawn  ve- 
hicles, 315. 





use of highways by special business, 368. 

use of streets vested, in the inhabitants of 
a city but not to carry on private busi- 
ness therein, 313. 


HOMESTEAD, 
equitable lien arising out of promise to 
apply A ema on loss to debts of prom- 
isor, 
grant of right-of-way without joinder by 
wife, 99. 


a aa THE LAW, 
415, 333° 451. 


HUSBAND AND WIFE, 
the four unities in an estate by entirety, 161. 


ILLEGALITY, 
statute specifically providing that rights 
may be acquired by crime, 422. 


IMPERSONATING OFFICER, 
false personation in claiming to be a federal 
officer of a nonexisting Office, 1 


INDEMNITY INSURANCE, 
action by employe and cross-action by em- 
ployer against liability company, 116. 


INFANTS, 
posthumous child as plaintiff, 387. 
rigs. m4 children in divorce proceedings, 


INJUNCTION, 
injunction against libel and slander as in- 
jurious to life, liberty and the pursuit of 
happiness, 414, 


INSURANCE, 
see ACCIDENT INSURANCE. 
see LIFE INSURANCE, 


INTERNATIONAL LAW, 
the neutral in the prize courts, 100. 
review of the legal results of the Pan-Amer- 
ican Congress, 227. 


INTOXICATING LIQUORS, 
advertising sales in a prohibition state, 135. 


JUDGES, 

Louis D. Brandeis, associate justice of the 
Supreme Court of the United States, 403. 

the Brandeis muddle, 205, 288. 

majority of court should agree on decisive 
rulings, 331. 

unnecessary padtetes opinions breeders of 
confusion, 277, a 


JUDGMENT, 
faith and credit for decree affecting land in 
another state, 154. 
judgment entered against a defendant dying 
after suit began, 395. 
presumption of regularity of judgment does 
not extend to special judge, 297. 


LANDLORD AND TENANT, 
operation of elevator by one tenant as re- 
lieving landlord from liability to third 
person, 90. 


LAW AND LAWYERS, 

see BIOGRAPHY. 

anecdotes about Hon. Jere S. Black, 18. 

the Attorney’s ey (verse), 18. 

an appreciation of Shakespeare’s knowledge 
of the law on this tercentenary of his 
death, 133. 

the Brandeis muddle, ate, ” en 

early Connecticut law, 

gowns for the Supreme ee justices, 144. 
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Indian eloquence in a judicial forum, 64. 

the law is custom, not reason, 

lawsuit over a hog won and lost by Mr. 
Lincoln, 449. 

lectures of the Association of the Bar of 
the City of New York, 90. 

Lord Reading called to ‘task for his Amer- 
ican interview on “Justice,” 1. 

majority of court should agree on decisive 
rulings, 331. 

making law and finding law, 351. 

preventing unnecessary litigation at the 
source, 280. 

a proposition for a seventeenth amendment 
= the Constitution of the United States, 
431. 


review of the legal results of the Pan-Amer- 
ican Congress, 227. 


LIBEL AND SLANDER, 

the bounds of legitimate criticism of public 
— or of candidate for public office, 

injunction against libel and slander as in- 
jurious to life, liberty and the pursuit of 
happiness, 414. 

privileged communication of complaint as 
to intoxication of employe, 


LIFE ESTATES, 
stock dividends as going to remainderman 
or life tenant, 115. 


LIFE INSURANCE, 
incontestable clause in policy not covering 
execution of assured for crime, 386. 


LIFE TENANTS, 
rights of life tenant and remainderman in 
dividends—the English rule, 245. 


LOTTERIES, 
advertising schemes and the lottery law, 389. 


MARRIAGE AND DIVORCE, 
acts committed during separation as 
grounds for divorce, 243. 
direction of decree from bed and board, 44. 
divorce grantable where marriage was en- 
tered into for convenience, 350. 
re Rf children in divorce proceedings, 


MASTER AND SERVANT, 
see WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION LAWS. 
admissibility of evidence of subsequent al- 
teration or repair of place or appliance 
causing injury, 136. 
the doctrine of simple tools, 28. 
statutory duty of master to employes as 
affecting doctrine of assumption of risk, 


eet yy 
bill by stockholder to recover triple penalty 
under the anti-trust law, 206. 
violation of notice as to resale of manu- 
factured article, 3. 


MUNICIPAL CORPORATIONS, 
municipal liability from insecure billboard 
injuring street passer, 360. 
ordinance to establish building line, 143. 


NBGLIGENCE, 

see AUTOMOBILES. 

see FEDERAL SAFETY APPLIANCE ACT. 

act of God as defense in action for dam- 
ages brought against owner of irrigation 
ditch, canal or reservoir, 66. 

admissibility of evidence of subsequent al- 
teration or repair of place or appliance 
causing injury. 136. 

casual connection in conjecture of death, 


117. 

the “last clear chance” doctrine, 425. 

some observations on the doctrine of last 
clear chance, 173. 


PARENT AND CHILD, 
= of infants in divorce proceedings, 
439, 441. 








PARTIES, 
posthumous child as plaintiff, 387. 


PLEADING, : 
reactionary interpretation of the Code, 6. 


PLEADING AND PRACTICE, 
amending so as to bring action under fed- 
eral employers’ liability act, 189. 


PRIMARY ELECTIONS, 
see ELECTIONS. 


PRINCIPAL AND SURETY, 
notice to surety of employe’s dishonesty, 


298. 
rule strictimissi juris not applicable to cor- 
porate surety, 27. 


“ PRISONERS, 


see CONVICT LABOR. 


PROCEDURE, ; 
reactionary interpretation of the Code, 6 
— of procedure awaits upon Congress, 
187. 


PROFESSIONAL ETHICS, 
decisions by the New "York County Lawyers’ 
Association Committee on _ professional 
ethics, 5, 81, 126, 244, 360, 396. 


PUBLIC LANDS, 
exercise of right of eminent domain over 
the public lands of the United States, 349. 


PUBLIC POLICY, 
statute specifically providing that rights 
may be acquired by crime, 422. 


PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSIONS, 
review by court of findings of fact, 152. 


PURE FOOD AND DRUG ACT, 
misbranding drugs by false statement in 
package regarding curative effects, 172. 


RECALL OF JUDGES, 
judicial courts of inquiry—the antidote for 
the recall of judges, 423. 


ReCENy eee IN THE BRITISH 
225,” 298, 369. 


REFORM OF PROCEDURE, P he 
judicial reform must begin in the trial 
court, 388. e 
preventing unnecessary litigation at the 
source, 280. 


RELIGIOUS ASSOCIATION, 
damage to third person in enforcement of 
discipline, 393. 


RELEASE, 
releases of rights of action accruing under 
the federal employers’ liability act, 370. 


ROADS, 
see HIGHWAYS. 


SALES, 
see BULK SALES LAW. 
conditional sales contract made within pref- 
erential period of bankruptcy act, “ 
construction of the bulk sales law, 246. 
a warranty in sale of unused food, 
0 


warranty of quality to gereen other than 
the buyer of a chattel, 


SEAL, 
necessity of actually affixing seal to make 
eonveyance valid, 278, 
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STATUTE OF FRAUDS, 
see FRAUDS, STATUTES OF. 


STREETS, 
see HIGHWAYS. 


STREET RAILWAYS, 
measure of «damages where passenger is 
robbed, 243. 


TELEGRAPHS AND TELEPHONES, 
addressee bound by stipulation on back of 
telegram same as sender, 447. 
nresence of one speaking over a telephone 
in a state where his voice is heard, 189. 


TORTS, 
damage caused by concussion of air by 
hlasting on one’s own premises, 187. 


TRADE-MARKS AND TRADE-NAMES, 
the rule of recovery in trade- mark and in 
unfair competition, 169. 
profits in unfair competition, 279. 


TRADING STAMPS, 
see CONSTITUTIONAL LAW. 


UNIFORM STATE LAWS, 
the old law, the mischief and the remedy 
as entering into construction of uniform 
state laws, 151. 


UNFAIR TRADE, 
profits in unfair competition, 279. 


VENDOR AND PURCHASER, 
sale in gross where no representation is 
made as to quantity, 250. 





WARRANTS, 
warranty of quality to person other than the 
buyer of a chattel, 162. 


WATERS AND WATERCOURSES, 
act of God as defense in action for dam- 
ages brought against owner of irriga- 
tion ditch, canal or reservoir, 66. 
laws and regulations regarding the use of 
water in Pan-American countries, 47. 
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WILLS, ’ ’ : 
computation of degrees of kinship by dis- 
credited rule, 99, 


WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION LAWS, 
interstate railroad employe and workmen’s 
compensation act, 281, 
recovery of employe in interstate com- 
merce, no negligence being claimed, 171. 
recovery under workmen's compensation 
act for injury suffered in interstate com- 
merce where employer was free from neg- 
ligence, 43. 
remedy exclusive of right of action at com- 
mon law, 62. 
construction 
courts, 225. 
workmen’s compensation act as applicable 
to suits against .vessels plying in nav- 
igable waters, 241. 
workmen’s compensation acts excluded by 
federal employers’ liability act, 233. 


enforced on _ federal 
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Bailment—Bad Faith, 20; Care, 146; Conversion, 
452; Delivery, 146; Gratuitous Bailee, 254; 
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ditional Sale, 128; Contempt, 38, 74, 236, 
326; Contract, 344; Corporation, 74, 146, 272, 
308, 326, 380; Creditor, 56; Custodia Legis, 
362; Dummy Corporation, 363; Election of 
416; Deception, 38; Delivery, 308; Depository, 
92; Discharge, 128, 200, 236, 344; Distribu- 
tion of Estate, 362; Dormant Judgment, 
Trustee, 398; Equity, 20, 200, 344; Equitable 
Property, 236, 434; Estoppel, 452; Evidence, 
i82, 363, 380: Exemption, 38, 56, 290, ane’ 
Fraud 363; Fraudulent Transfer, 182; Hin- 
dering Creditors, 363; Injunction, 308; In- 
solvency, 452; insurance, 272; Imsurance 
Policies, 363; Insolvency, 74, 182; Interven- 
tion, 128; Involuntary Proceedings, 344; 
Judgment, 182; Judgment Appealed from, 
182; Judgment Creditor, 182; Jurisdiction, 
164, 218, 236, 290, 398, 434, 452; Liens, 20, 
92, 128, 146, 164, 236, 272; Mortgage, 56: 
Notice, 182; Parties, 20, 128; Partnership, 56, 
290; Pledges, 236, 254; Practice, 146, 416, 434; 
Preference, 56, 74, 110, 128, 182, 236, 416, 
434, 452; Priority, 146; Proof of Claim, 183; 
Provable Debt, 147, 452; a tg 110; Re- 
claiming Property, 92, 363, 380; Record of 
Conveyance, 308; Referee, 147; Registra- 
tion, 38; Rent Reserved, 290; Review of 
Orders, 236; Sale by Referee, 380; Schedules, 
183; Set-Off and Courterclaim, 92, 398, 416: 
Special Fund, 20; State Law, 38; Stock’ Sub- 
scription, 218; Subrogation, 290; Summary 
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spection, 27, 364; Insurer, i29; Interstate 
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scription of Goods, 165; Negligence, 57, 129, 
364; Negligence per se, 75; Notice, 327; No- 
tice of Damage, 200; Place of Contract, 129; 
Notice to Shipper, 291; Perishable Goods, 
291; Presumption, 255; Protection, 57; Pub- 
lication of Rates, 453; Rates, 21, 93, 237; 
Reconsignment, 398; Sw itch-Track, 57; 
Through Contract, 93, 237; Trespasser, 57: 
Waiver, 21, 39, 129; Warehouseman, 364. 


Carriers of Live Stock—Bill of Lading, 291; De- 
lay, 416; Limitation of Value, 434; Notice, 
75; Stipulations, 453. 


Carriers of Passengers—Alighting, 21, 165, 219, 
237, 345, 364, 435; Assisting Passenger, 147; 
Assumption of Risk, 237; Boarding Car, 39, 
327; Care, 93, 183; Care of Premises, 237; 
Contributory Negligence, 237; Duty of Pas- 
senger, 255; Duty to Passenger, 381; Ejec- 
tion, 75; Bievator, 327; Employe, 327, 398; 
Evidence, 237; Exemplary Damages, 183; 
Expulsion from Train, 345; Insults and Hu- 
miliation, 398; Jitneys, 309; Limitation of 
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Liability, 453; Loss of Baggage, 272, 327; 
Negligence, 75, 93, 147, 327, 345, 435; Negli- 
gence per se, 39: Nominal Damages, 129; 
Notice, 147; Ordinary Care, 435; Passengers 
Defined, 183; Protection, 39, 129, 147; Rates, 
309; Regular Station, 237; Regulations, 435; 
Relation of Passenger, 291, 327, 417; Res 
Ipsa Loquitur, 165; Respondeat Superior, 
110; Rules and Regulations, 219, 345; Sale of 
Ticket, 110; Seats for Passenger, 291; Sleep- 
ing Cars, 309; Starting Train, 21; Stations, 
381; Street Railways, 435; Sudden Starting, 
183; Taxicabs, 364; Trunk Check, 417; Warn- 
ing of Strike, 364, 


Champerty and Maintenance—Contract, 327; 
Conveyance of Land, 273; Public Policy, 110. 
Charities—Public Trust, 


129; 
quest, 417; Wills, 309. 


Validity of Be- 


Chattel Mortgages—<Action, 147; 
ebt, 345; Conditional Sales, 21; Considera- 
tion, 75; Conversion, 111, 273; Crops, 147; 
Default, 417; Deficiency Judgment, 255; 
Description, 255, 381; Description of 
Property, 200, 219; Domestic Animals, 165; 
Emancipation of Minor, 381; Foreclosure, 
291, ay #E Fraud, 435; Future Advances, 39, 
417; Idem Sonans 75; Mortgaged Cattle, 
327; Priority, 39, 111; Property in Esse, 147: 
Warehouseman, 417. 


Antecedent 


Civil Rights—Exclusion from Dance Hall, 147. 


Collision—Damages, 
gence, 381. 


381; Evidence, 381; Negli- 


Commerce—Acts Constituting, 273; Carmack 
Amendment, 201; Commission, 165; Common 
129; Discrimination, 129; Em- 

11, 129, 147, 166, 2565, 273, 291, 

381, 398, 417, 435; Federal Em- 

ployers’ Liability Act, 111, 219; Employ- 
ment, 183; Foreign Corporation, aaa, 3572. 
345, 398, 417; Instrumentality In, 147; In- 
terstate Commerce Commission, 309; Intra- 
state Shipment, 327; Interstate Transaction, 
93; Intoxicating Liquors, 57, 147, 183; Juris- 
diction, 219; Licenses, 435; License Tax, 255; 
Local ‘Business, 255: Mental Anguish, 93; 
Migratory Birds, 183; Natural Gas, 39; 
Pleadings, 273; Police Power, 255; Prize 
Fight Films, 183; Pure Food Law, 453; Re- 
pairing Instrumentalities, 381; Safety’ Ap- 
pliances, 183, 381; Shipment, 435; State 
Tax, 435; Theatrical Contract, 129; Through 
Transportation, 147; Trading Stamps, 57; 
Transaction, 237; W ‘orkmen’s Compensation 
Act, 273, 345. 


Common Carrier—Jitney, 765, 


381; 
21; Release, 327. 


Regulation, 


Compositions with Creditors—Estoppel, 398. 


and 


Compromise 
201. 


Settlement—Conclusiveness, 


Confusion of Goods—Liability, 201; Waiver, 291. 


Conspiracy—Acts Constituting, 
claim, 309; Damages, 21; 
Overt Act, 75. 


273; Counter- 
Evidence, 147, 435; 


Constitutional Law—Amendment, 111; Arbitrary 
Taxation, 255; Contempt, 435; Delegation of 
Power, 183, 201; Discrimination, 147, 
Drainage, 255; Due Process of Law, 67, 111, 
327, 364, 417; Excise Tax, 57; Extradition, 
238; Form of Statute, 93; 14th Amendment, 
111, 255; Inheritance Tax, 273; Intent, 219; 
Interest in Controversy, 364; Jitney Busses, 
291, 398; Jurisdiction, 435; Legislative Au- 








thority, 148; ores Defined, 219; License 
Fee, 435; Motive in Legislation, 398; Muni- 
cipal Charter, 148; Ordinance, 238; Police 
Power, 183, 291; Police Regulation, 93; Prior 
Contracts, 129; Public Utilities, 130; Public 
Waters, 183; Remedy, 183; Special Immuni- 
ties, 21; State Court, 453; Taxation, 345; 
Workmen's Compensation Law, 183, 238, 255. 


Contempt—Presence of Court, 398. 


Contracts—Action, 327; Architect, 165, 273; 
Breach, 21, 255, 327; Cancellation, 238; Con- 
dition Precedent, 57; Confidential Relations, 
39; Connected Instruments, 165; Consid- 
eration, 183, 238; Construction, 39, 75, 273, 
453; Covenant, 165; Duress, 75, 183; Em- 
ployment, 201; Entirety, 21; Equity, 93; Es- 
toppel, 57, 255; Excuse for Breach, 291; Ex- 
cuse for Nonperformance, 255; Express, 148; 
Guaranty, 381; Illegal Agreement, 57, 327; 
Indefiniteness, 39, 93; Insolvency, 93; Inter- 
locking Directors, 93; Latent Ambiguity, 57; 
Liability, 57; Married Woman, 93; Misrepre- 
sentation, 435; Mutuality, 21, 39; Offer and 
Acceptance, 130; Officer, 93; Parol Evidence, 
453; Plans and Specifications, 219; Promise 
to Pay, 273; Proposal and Acceptance, 183; 
Public Policy, 21, 57, 219, 273, 328, 345, 364, 
417; Public Sale, 273; Ratification, 238; Re- 
ceipt, 39; Rescission, 75; Restraint of Trade, 
21; Rule of Construction, 201; Substantial 
Performance, 435; Third Person, 184, 219; 
Time of Essence, 75; Waiver, 39. 


Contribution—Concurrent Negligence, 39. 


Conversion—Eauitable, 40; Investment, 238; 
y ill 9 


ills, 57. 
Convicts—Adopted Child, 273; Contracts, 255. 


Copyrights—Common Law Rights, 264; Infringe- 
ment, 345; Loss of Right, 381; afotion Pic- 
tures, 364, 


Corporations—Acceptance of Charter, 219; 
Agency, 130, 148; Amendment of Charter, 
75; By -Laws, 273; Charter, 238; Collusion of, 
75; Confidential Relations, 399; Contracts, 
57, 184, 238, 328; Conversion of Stock, 1: 
Deceit, 328; Declaration of Dividend, 21; 
Facto, 40, 75; Delegable Powers, 
Dissolution, 40; Dividend, 435; 
ficers, 291; Eminent Domain, 148; 

417; Estoppel, 57, 417, 435,, 453; Evidence, 
364; False Representations, 328; Fidelity 
of Officer, 399; Foreign Corporation, 21, 130, 
184, 309; Forfeiture of Charter, 148; Fran- 
chise, 273; Implied Authority, 435; ‘Lawful 
Combination, 111; Officers, 273,417; Part- 
nership, 75; Pleading, 148; Power, 75; Pref- 
erence, 238; Presumption, 328; Promoters, 
57, 165; Ratification, 238, 417; Receiver, 201, 
435; Remedies, 21; Reorganization, 345; 
Representations, 238; Repudiation, 40; Sale 
of Stock, 40; Service of Process, 165; Slan- 
der, 399; Spoliation, 219; Stockholders, 111, 
184; Stockholder’s Liability, 21, 148; Sub- 
scription, 219, 238, 291, 417; Subscription to 
Stock, 309, 328, 381, 435, 453; is. nee tit. 
Receiver, 255; Transfer of Stock, . 255, 273 
Trustees, 399; Ultra Vires, 309. 


Counties—Contracts, 273; 


Subordinate Munici- 
pality, 381. , 


Courts—A ppeal and Error, 57; Comity, 111, 
Federal Question, 255; Pye. 
Rule of Property, 75; State Law, 
tory Actions, 21; Venue of Suit, 


328; 
328; 
75; Transi- 


Covenants—Breach “. 165, 


184, 238, 435, 453; 
ding Lien, 328; 


Building Restriction, 
256, 381; Enforcing Conditions, 238; Evic- 
tion, 256; Implied, 201; Merger, 453; Per- 
sonal, 57: Tax Liens, 338, 345, 364, 399, 417. 
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Creditors’ Suit—Dormant Judgment, 


76; Judg- 
ment, 58; Laches, 76. 


Criminal Law—Accomplice, 76; Attempt, 76; 
Dying Declaration, 21; Evidence, 76; Fligh t. 
40; Former Acquittal, 76; Intent, 76; Ju- 
dicial Notice, 58; Pari Delicto, 93; Principal 
and - Accessory, 40; Res Gestae, 31, 76; Si- 
lence, 21; Venue, 40; Ww itnesses, 40. 


Crops—Growing Crops, 309. 


Curtesy—Conveyance, 165; 
238; Taxes, 58; 


Husband's Interest, 
Tenancy, 417. 


Custom and Usages—Evidence, 364, 453. 


Customs Duties—Importation of Goods, 21; Prize 
Fights, 364. 


Damages—Counterclaim, 453; Demurrer, 130; 
Eminent Domain, 435; Evidence, 184, 381; 
Excessive, 291; Exemplary, 399; Future 
Pain, 93, 238: Insurance, 309; Interest, 328; 
Liquidated, 58, 76, 111, 219, 256; Measure of, 
111, 184, 273, 417, 454; Mental Suffering, 
273; Minority of Child, 184; Mitigating Loss, 
345; Mitigation, 22, 40; Nominal, 40, 58; 
Proximate Cause, 273; Punitive, 76, 309; Re- 
mittitur, 76; Standing Timber, 309; Submis- 
sion to Operation, 309; Unlawful Writ, 201. 


Death—Conscious Suffering, 130; Demurrer, 345; 
Dependency, 328; Evidence, 165, 201, 399; 
Eyewitness, 130, 328; Presumption of Sur- 
vivorship, 22; Proximate Cause, 381; Unex- 
plained Absence, 256. 


Dedication—Acceptance, 435; Defined, 165; De- 
scription, 291; Easement, 201; Equity, 165; 
Estoppel, 219, 256; Plats, 111; Public Use, 
328; Revocation, 111. 


Deeds—Abbreviations, 310; Avoidance, 399; 
Cloud on Title, 453; Conditions, 22; Confi- 
dential Relation, 76; Construction, 111, 219, 
417; Covenant 399; Dedication, 58; Delivery, 
58, 130, 273, 310; Description, 238, 346; Es- 
crow, 274; Evidence, 454; Forfeiture, 238; 
Fraud, 148; Misrepresentations, 184; Pari 
Materia, 238; Parol Evidence, 40; Re- 
acknowledgment, 417; Setting Aside, 166; 
Statute of Frauds, 291; Voidable, 454; Un- 

due Infleuence, 40; Unrecorded Conveyance, 

6. 


2 


Depositions—Letters Rogatory, 256. 


Descent and Distribution—Advancement, 364; 
Contract, 365, 417; Expectancy, 58, 256; 
Life Tenant, 220; Relinquishment of Inher- 
itance, 381. 


Divorce—Admissions, 417; Alimony, 76; Attor- 
ney Fee, 274; Children, 238; Collusion, 291; 
Condonation, 274; Contract of Marriage, 365; 
Cruel Treatment, 201, 365, 417, 454; Custody 
of Children, 454; Decree, 130; Defenses, 40; 
Desertion, 76, 346; Estoppel, 328; Evidence, 
346, 381, 435; False Representation, 381; 
Full Faith and Credit, 238, 256; Habitual 
Drunkenness, 436, 454; Insurance, 93; Juris- 
diction, 346; Pleading, 399; Suit Money, 148; 
Temporary Alimony, 166; Tribal Laws, 418; 
Venue, 201. 


and Nonsuit—Voluntary Dismissal, 


Dismissal 
328. 





Disorderly Conduct—Mimicry, 69, 220. 


——— and Prosecuting Attorneys—Estoppel, 


Domicile—Change of, 454. 


Dower—Antenuptial Contract, 
Marriage, 201, 


436; Subsequent 


Drains—Benefit District, 418; Injunction, 256; 
Special Benefits, 381; Taxation, 454. 


Easements—Additional Servitude, 166; Adverse 
Possession, 310; Appurtenance, 166, 328; Bur- 
den of Proof, 365; Claim of Right, 76; Con- 
tinuing, 382; Honest Belief, 58; Implied, 418; 
Inconsistent Acts, 274; Injunction, 40; Parol 
Evidence, 454; Permission to Use, 201; Pre- 
scription, 111, 184, 310, 454; Quality of Inter- 
est, 111; By Way of Necessity, 130, 201, 220. 


Ejectment—Burden of Proof, 93, 201; Encroach- 
ment, 382. 


Election of Remedies—Elements Constituting, 
328; Estoppel, 220, 238; Estoppel in Pais, 
454; Evidence, 274; Inconsistent Causes of 
Action, 184; Pleading and Practice, 346; 
Waiver, 166, 


Elections—Apportionment, 418; Ballot, 382, 399; 
Identifying Ballot, 274; Registration, 184; 
Statutory Construction, 256. 


Electricity—Anticipating Injury, 292; Contribu- 
tory Negligence, 130; Discrimination, 40; 
Electric Service, 365; Injunction, 382; In- 
spection of Appliances, 166; Negligence, 201, 
220; Ordinary Care, 436; Proximate Cause, 
418; Public Use, 328; Res’ Ipsa Loquitur, 328; 
Trespass, 436. 


Embezzlement—Accounting, 454; 
Burden of Proof, 166; 
dence, 274; Intent, 40. 


; Agent, 454; 
Estoppel, 111; Evi- 


Eminent Domain—Abutting Owner, 346, 365, 418; 
Additional Compensation, 93; Compensation, 
166, 220, 454; Damages, 201, 274, 365, 382; 
Defenses, 328; Equitable Interest, 148; Es- 
toppel, 436; Evidence, 329; Injunction, 22; 
Market Value, 76; Measure of Damages, 399; 
Municipal Corporations, 256; Navigable 
Stream, 454; Public Use, 148, 184, 365, 436; 
Restrictive ‘Covenant, 166; Right-of-Way, 
239, 454; Special Benefits, 111 Surface 
Ww aters, de: Taking of Property, 346; Un- 
lawful Appropriation, 94; Valuation, 382; 
Water Company, 112. 


Entry, Writ of—Presumption, 274. 


Equity—Adequate Remedy, 346; Clean Hands, 
454; Jurisdiction, 94, 166; Jury, 310; Laches, 
166; Maxims 256; Multifariousness, 22; 
Remedy, 40; Retention of Jurisdiction, 329; 
Statute of Limitations, 239. 


Escrows—Deposit of Deed, 58. 


Estoppel—Acquiescence, 310; Approval of Bond, 
$4; Change of Situation, 310; Conduct, 22; 
Deed of Trust, 201; Election of Remedy, 22; 
Elements of, 346; Evidence, 399, 436; Fore- 
closure, 58; Holding Out, 22; Husband and 
Wife, 94; Innocent Parties, 220, 256; Inter- 
vention, 148; Laches, 76; Life Tenant, 58; 
Mines and Mining, 239; Negligence, 310; Of- 
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ficers, 418; Parties to Actions, 256; Partition: 
112, 399; Principal and Agent, 256; Recitals, 
76; Reliance Upon, 399; Silence, 58, 256 
Special Tax, 310; Standing by, 365; Subse- 
quently Acquired Property, 58; Wills, 239; 
Witness, 58. 


Evidence—Burden of Proof, 112; Declarations, 
76; Expert Testimony, 76; Fraud, 382; Hear- 
say, 22; Judicial Notice, "22, 201; Parol, 76; 
Presumption, 22; Reputation, 76. 


Exchange of Property—Misrepresentations, 239, 
wae 256; Rescission, 22, 
56 


Execution—Exposure to Sale, 318: Intervention, 


130; Levy of Personalty, 


Executors and Administrators—Action Against 
Self, 274; Administration, 436; Appointment, 
201, 220, 274; Assignment of Interest, 365; 
Claim, 346; Collateral Attack, 76; Commis- 
sions, 365; Confidential Relationship, 166; 
Contract, $4; Costs, 418; Defenses, 40; Dis- 
tribution, 310; Domicile, 148; Evidence, 112, 
436; Forfeiture, 310; Gift, 382; Inadequacy 
of Price, 292; Laches, 292, 339; Lien, 399; 
Life Tenant, 201; Liquidated Damages, 239: 
Mortgage, 454; Pleading and Practice, 310: 
Preference, 454; Principal and Agent, 346; 
Reimbursement, 418: Services, 112: Services 
to Decedent, 310: Setting Aside Deed, 58; 
raze Legacy, 274; Sureties, 148; Trusts, 


eet ae 94; Proximate Cause, 


201; Vibration, 292 
Extradition—Evidence, 166, 
Factors—Special Property, 


False Imprisonment—Defenses, 329; Evidence, 
399; False Arrest, 454: Humiliation, 166; 
Respondeat Superior, 382. 


Defraud, 220; No- 


False Pretenses—Intent to 
Remoteness, 346. 


tice, 166; Reliance, 201; 
Fish—Regulation of Taking, 184. 


40; Defined, 382; Intent, 
220; Removal, 130, 399; 
Privilege, 310. 


Fixtures—Chandeliers, 
201, 274; Machinery, 
Trade Fixtures, 346; Vendor's 


Food—Implied Warranty, 148; Misbranding, 130; 


Negligence, 22. 


Forcible 


Buty and Detainer—Landlord and 
Tenant, 22 


Forgery—Evidence, 274. 


Fraud—<Acquiscence, 166; Action, 418; Contract, 
76; Damages, 148, 454; Estoppel, 239; Fraud- 
ulent Representations, 112, 130, 339; In- 
quiry, 310; Knowledge of Falsity, 94; Pre- 
sumption, 399; Promise, 166; Proximate 
Cause, 329; Reliance on Representation, 256, 
329; Statute of Defenses, 310. 


Frauds, Statute of—Contract, 329; Estoppel, 130; 
Evidence, 94; Lease, 346; Memorandum, 274: 
Memorandum in Writing, 148; Oral Con- 
tracts, 184; Original Liability, i48; Original 
Promise, $4, 239, 274, 382; Possession of 
Land, 130; Stipulation by Attorney, 112; 
Suretyship, 365. 








Fraudulent Conveyances—Bulk Sales, 166; em 
Sales Act, 202; Chattel Mortgages, 
sideration, 112, 202; Creditor, 202, 32 Good 
Faith, 166; Homestead, 418; acbaet and 
Wife, 166, 256, 399, 454; Insolvency, 148; In- 
tent, 365; Inquiry, 454; Parties, 112; Pref- 
erence, 418; Presumption, 40; Presumption 
of Gift, 40; "Relationship, 166; "Setting re 
257; Subsequent Acquired Property, 40; 
paid Purchase Money, 184; Voluntary, isn 


Game—Regulation, 202; Title to, 76. 


Garnishment—Fraud, 202; Jurisdiction, 
Pleading, 399; Property Subject to, 
Right of, 202; Wages, 94. 


Gas—Damages, 310; Safe Premises, 382. 


Gifts—Consummation, 130; 
329; Savings Bank, 274. 


Delivery, 112, 


220, 


Good Will—Breach, 130; Consideration, 77; Con- 
tract, 310; Covenant, 148, 


Grand Jury—Unauthorized Premises, 382. 


Guaranty—Discharge of Guarantor, 22; Notice, 
274; School District, 346. 


Guardian and Ward—Allowance to Ward, 399; 
Investments, 274; Personal Liability, 148; 
Surcharging, 94; Void Deed, 202. 


Hawkers and Peddlers—Ordinance, 382. 


Abandonment, 58; Contributory 
Discontinuance, 382; Driv- 
58; Ordinary 
382, 


Highways — 
Negligence, 220; 
ing to Right, 58; Jurisdiction, 
Care, 418; Pleadings, 94; Prescription, 
418; Road District, 58; Ww antonness, 365. 


Homestead — Abandonment, 310; Alienations, 
418; Collateral Attack, 112; Dower, 22; Ex- 
ecutory Contract, 94; Insurance, 58; Joinder 
of Wife, 166; Life Estate, 257; Mortgage, 
382; Occupation, 22; Paraphernal Property, 
94; Prior Encumbrance, 94; Purchase Money, 
274; Separate Residence, 436; Suretyship, 
202; Tenancy in Common, 77; Waiver, 399. 


Homicide—Assault to Murder, 77; Duty- of Re- 
treat, 112; Dying Declarations, 22; Evidence, 
22, 112; Harmless Error, 184; Malice Afore- 
thought, 166; Manslaughter, 22, 94, 130; Mo- 
tive, 77, 239; Murder, 22; Premeditation, 22; 
Self-Defense, 112; Simple Assault, 274; 
Threats, 40; Verdict, 257. 


Husband and Wife—Alienation of Affections, 94, 
382, 454; Burden of Proof, 202; Community 
Property, 68, 239; Contract, 399; Equity, 274; 
Estate by Entirety, 77, 166; Gift, 112, 274: 
Injury to Wife, 130; Joinder in Deed, 329; 
Loss of Services, 22: Necessaries, 292; Par- 
ties to Action, 400; Principal and Agent, 
148; Separate Estate, 400; Separate Main- 
tenance, 22; Suit by Wife, 346; Survivor- 
ship, 202; Trader, 148. 


Indemnity—Abutting Owner, 239; Primary Lia- 
bility, 275; Fellow Servant, 58; Recovery 
Over, 382. 


Indians—Allotments, 22; Enrollment, 58; Selec- 
tions of Land, 58. 
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Indictment and Information—Defects, 148, 454; 
Kindred Offenses, 202. 


365; Guardians ad 


s — Disaffirmance, 
infos 275; Next Friend, 112. 


Litem, 329; Laches, 


Injunction—Action on Bond, 346; Former Em- 
ploye, 202; Independent Owner, 400; Jitney 
Busses, 400; Multiplicity of Suits, 23; Pre- 
liminary, 130; Special Tribunal, 40; Street 
Obstruction, 310; Temporary, 166; Trespass, 
23; Violation of, 23. 


Innkeepers—Boarding House, 112; Intent to De- 
fraud, 112; Lien, 257; Police Power, 166. 


Insane Persons—Devastavit, 149. 


Insurance—Accident, 112, 149, 220, 310; Agency, 
310; Ambiguity, 239; Application for, 149; 
Assessment, 436; Beneficiary, 77; Broker, 
257; Burden of Proof, 94, 346, 382; Change 
in Possession, 365; Change of Beneficiary, 
202, 275; Chattel Mortgage, 436; Condition 
Precedent, 239, 346; Construction, 220; Con- 
temporaneous Writings, 167; Delivery of 
Policy, 94; Description of Property, 239; 
Divisible Contract, 257; Divorce, 400; Doing 
Business, 257; Double Indemnity, 418; Em- 
ployers’, 329; Estoppel, 239, 257, 365; Evi- 
dence, 436; Explosions, 329; Extension, 257, 
454; False Representation, 40; Foreign Cor- 
poration, 58, 77; Forfeiture, 454; Fraud and 
Mistake, 167; Indemnity, 167; Incontestabil- 
ity, 275; Insurable Interest, 149; Intoxi- 
eants, 292: Iron Safe Clause, 436; Liability 
Policy, 275; Material Statements, 149; Mis- 
representation, 23; Mortgagor and Mort- 
gages, 365; Negligence of Assured, 220; Non- 
Forfeiture, 365; Notice of Default, 220; No- 
tice of Loss, 220; Notice to Agent, 455; Open 
Account, 311; Principal and Agent, 58; Pre- 
sumption of Death, 23; Proof of Loss, 40, 
382; Property Covered, 41; Representations, 
167: Return of Premium, 220; Seaworthi- 
ness, 77 Severable Contract, 329; Sole 
Ownership, 112; Standard Policy, 149; Sui- 
cide, 275; Suspension, 257; Temporary In- 
surance, 455; Tender, 184; Total Disability, 
292: Total Loss, 455; Trust, 94; Ultra Vires, 
346; Unliquidated Damages, 418; Un- 
liquidated Demand, 275; Vested Interest, 
418; Waiver, 94, 239, 275, 292, 365, 383, 436, 
455; Warranties, 41, 202, 310. 


Internal Revenue—Constitutional Law, 27 
Corporation Tax Law, 239; Excise Tax, 5 


Income Tax, 329, 


5; 
8; 


Interpleader—Equity, 257. 


Liquors—Action by Wife, 346; 
Damages, 418; Dealers, 167; Forfeiture of 
License, 220; Indictment and Information, 
240, 275; Injunction, 240; Liquor Dealers’ 
Bond, 94: Local Option, 292; Municipal Or- 
dinance, 365; Police Power, 94; Recovery for 
Death, 365; Sale to Husband, 202; Seizure, 
9 


Intoxicating 


Joint Adventures—Fraud, 383. 
Joint Stock Companies—Common Law, 41. 


Judgment—Clerjcal Error, 41; Conclusiveness, 
41; Default, 59; Newly-Discovered Evidence, 
23; Non-Obstante Verdicts, 77; Nunc pro 
tune Order, 94; Opening Default, 41; Plead- 
ings, 257; Rendition, 59; Res Judicata, 77, 
149, 184; Revival, 77; Vacation of, 41, 167. 


Judicial Sales—Inadequacy of Price, 167. 





Jury—Books and Papers, 112; Constitutional 
Law, 240; Disqualification, 130; Qualifica- 
tion, 184; Quashing Panel, 112, 365; Record, 
257; Trial by, 149. 


Justices of the Peace—Surplusage, 365. 


Landlord and Tenant—Abandonment, 167, 240; 
Contract, 366; Covenants, 418; Crops, 130, 
257; Dispossession, 167; Eviction, 257; For- 
feiture, 275; Independent Contractor, 418; 
Injury to Tenant, 131; Invitee, 112; Lease, 
202, 383; Liability, 149; Licensee, 221; Neg- 
ligence, 329; Pleading, 400; Priority of Lien, 
131; Privity, 221; Putting in Possession, 221; 
Ratification, 383; Reasonable Care, 149; Rent 
Reserved, 257; Repair of Premises, 23; Re- 
pairs, 184, 292, 311, 383; Res Ipsa Loquitur, 
23; Surrender, 112; Termination of Yoase, 
167; Waiver, 346, 436. 


Larceny—Good Character, 41; Indictment, 221; 
Possession of Stolen Property, 41; Receiving 
Stolen Property, 59. 


Libel and Slander—Campaign Funds, 202; Can- 
didates for Office, 202, 346; Damages, 455; 
Evidence, 131, 184; Fair Comment, 436; Fic- 
titious Name, 436; Good Character, 23; In- 
nuendo, 77, 455; Instructions, 400; Libel per 
se, 149, 167; Malice, 184; Newspaper Publi- 
eation, 149, 311; Pleading and Practice, 275; 
Privileged Communication, 257; Publication, 
149, 221, 240; Slander per se, 400; Survival 
ot ae 77; Truth as Defense, 41; Unfair 

ist, a 


Licenses—Burden of Proof, 23, 202; Business 
Subjeet to, 131; Constitutional Law, 221; 
Discrimination, 202; Exemption, 113; Jit- 
neys, 113, 346; Police Power, 436; Regula- 
a 221; Revocation, 167; Special Business, 


Liens—Artisan, 


311; 
Equity, 41. 


Creation of Liens, 41; 


Life Estates—Permanent Improvements, 41. 


Limitation of Actions—Account Stated, 113; Ac- 
crual of Action, 436; Amending Action, 131; 
Counterclaim, 383; Implied Contract, 131; 
New Parties, 400; Nuisance, 436; Open Ac- 
count, 311; Tolling, 221, 311; Tolling Stat- 
ute, 346; Unconditional Promise, 202. 


Lis Pendens—English Rule, 275; Parties, 311. 


Literary Property—Damages, 


329; 
formance, 436, 


Public Per- 


Livery, Stable and Garage Keepers—Estoppel, 
347; Lien, 383, 400; Negligence, 436. 


Logs and Logging—Contract, 59; Waiver, 202. 


Malicious Prosecution—Advice of Attorney, 113; 
Advice of Counsel, 23, 95, 149, 383; Arresting 
Trespassers, 184; Damages, 455; Defense, 


400; Probable Cause, 94, 113, 131, 347. 


Mandamus—Building Permit, 149; Civil Service 
Commission, 329; Discretion, 202, 418, 455; 
Judicial Discretion, 383; Pleading, 202, 257, 
292; Reclamation District, 113; Remedy, 185, 
311; Res Judicata, 383. 


Marriage—Annulment, 311, 366; Bigamy, 203; 
Common Law, 77; Duress, 347; Good Faith, 
41; Presumption, 418. 
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Master and Servant—Accident, 418; Accident in 
Employment, 221; Alternative Pleadings, 
185; Apportioning Damages, 240; Assump- 
tion of Risk, 41, 113, 131, 149, 203, 292, 347, 
383, 400; Assumption of Safety, 41; Assur- 
ance of Safety, 94; Burden of Proof, 149, 185; 
Claim of Compensation, 240; Constitutional 
Law, 167, 221; Contract of Employment, 383; 
Contributory Negligence, 59, 383, 400; Course 
of Employment, 329, 366, 418; Damages, 185; 
Delegable Duty, 113; Dependency, 41, 185, 
257; Directory Statute, 347; Directions, 95; 
Disease, 347; Duress and Coercion, 95; Em- 
ployers’ Liability Act, 113, 221, 295, 455; Em- 
ployment, 59, 95, 113, 185, 436; Employing 
Minors, 221; Evidence, 455; Fellow-Servant, 
383, 437; Guarding Machinery, 329; Hours of 
Labor, 23; Hours of Service, 59, 292; Incom- 
petent Employe, 149; Inspection of Appli- 
ances, 329; Instructions to Minor, 240; In- 
timidation, 185; Interstate Commerce, 437; 
Joint Tort-Feasors, 185; Liability, 77, 185; 
Malpractice, 366; Minor, 383; Negligence, 77, 
95, 240, 292, 311; Nonsuit, 329; Obvious Dan- 
ger, 41; Pleading, 185, 347; Presumption, 77, 
275; Proximate Cause, 23, 77, 149, 167, 257, 
292; Quantum Meruit, 41; Railroads, 329; 
Remedial Legislation, 383; Res Ipsa Loqui- 
tur, 130, 131, 240; Respondeat Superior, 23, 
292. 329, 366, 455; Safe Place to Work, 59; 
Safety Appliance, 59, 77, 131, 257; Safe Place 
to Work, 167; Shifting Conditions, 77; Sig- 
nals, 95; Simple Tools, 221; Statutory Con- 
struction, 366; Statutory Duty, 23; Suitable 
Appliances, 275; Surviving Dependent, 400; 
Terms of Employment, 292, 311; Trespasser, 
311: Verdict, 418; Vice Principal, 77, 185; 
Volunteer, 149; Want of Care, 366; Warn- 
ing, 113, 221, 409; Workmen’s Compensation 
Act, 23, 41, 59, 95, 113 149, 167, 185, 203, 240, 
257, 292, 311, 347, 400, 437; Wrongful Dis- 
charge, 167, 400, 


Liens—Building Contract, 59; Con- 
Incomplete Building, 240; Ma- 
329; Public Building, 167; 
203, 419; Use in Building, 


Mechanics’ 
struction, 23; 
terialmen, 293, 
Subcontractors, 


Mines and Minerals—Damages, 257; Deed, 131; 
Equity, 400; Extra Lateral Rights, 455; In- 
vitee, 113; Mortgage, 437; Property Right, 
185; Royalty, 59; Lien, 185. 


Monopolies—Breach of Contract, 55; Choice of 
Customer, 131; Competition, 203; Extent, 59; 
Magnitude, 41; Restraint of Trade, 131, 293; 
Sherman Act, 400. 


Mortgages — Acceptance, 23; After-Acquired 
Property, 400; Assumption of, 311; Condi- 
tional Deed, 95; Deed, 437; Deficiency, 203: 
Dower, 185; Equitable Interest, 419; Equity, 
258; Evidence, 400; Extension, 95; Forbear- 
ing to Sue, 203; Foreclosure, 77, 383; Fore- 
closure Sale, 293; Injunction, 59; Liens, 221, 
437;Marital Rights, 347; Nonsuit, 419; Notice 
of Equity, 293; Practical Construction, 455; 
Presumption of Payment, 41; Priority, 41, 
77, 275, 400; Redemption, 77, 293; Successive 
Mortgages, 240, 


Municipal Corporations—Abating Nuisance, 293; 
Abutting Owners, 77, 95; Annexing Terri- 
tory, 311; Barriers Against Danger, 113; 
Board of Equalization, 185; Bond to Ma- 
terialmen, 203; City Attorney, 258; City 
Blocks, 383; City Council, 330; Charter, 221; 
Constitutional Law, 59, 221; Control of 
Streets, 401; Correcting Minutes, 330; Dedi- 
cation, 401; Defective Sidewalk, 149; Discre- 
tion, 419; Estoppel, 23; Governmental Duty, 
221, 240; Governmental Functions, 149; Gov- 
ernmental Work, 383; Grade, 113; Highways, 
347; Improvement, 455; Imputable Negli- 
gence, 95; Indebtedness, 149; Initiative and 
Referendum, 167; Injunction, 77, 131, 293; 
Issuance of Bonds, 23; Jitneys 185, 311, 401; 
Laches, 437; Last Clear Chance, 293; Law of 
the Road, 150; Legislature, 230; Liens, 347; 
Limitation of Taxation, 221;-Mandamus, 401; 
Municipal Warrants, 383; Negligence, 113, 
203, 383; Notice, 167; Notice of Defect, 347; 
Obstruction of Street, 455; Ordinance, 59, 
221, 258, 311, 366, 437; Pedestrians, 113; Po- 
lice Power, 167, 185, 330; Presumption, 401; 
Public Health 113; Quantum, Meruit 366; 








Repair Work, 113; Respondeat Superior, 419; 
Sidewalks, 258, 455; Special Assessment, 293, 
401, 437; Special Benefits, 113; Street Ob- 
struction, 401; Streets, 311; Taxpayer, 185; 
Transaction of Business, 293; Vacating 
Streets, 185. 


igable Waters—Accretions, 221; Boundary, 
258; Easement, 95; Erosions and Accretions, 
383; High Water Mark, 203; Low Tide, : 
Public Highway, 419; Riparian Rights, 185, 
293, 347, 401; Shore, 150. 


Negligence — Assurance by Master, 59; At- 
tracting Children, 150; Child, 258; Compara- 
tive, 455; Defined, 59, 77; Diminishing Loss, 
77; Duty of Care, 293; Elements of, 347; 
Imputability, 78, 167, 311, 366, 419, 437; In- 
vitee, 167, 384; Last Clear Chance, 366; Li- 
censee, 366, 401; Manufacturer, 419; Minor, 
455; Negligence per se, 384; Pleading and 
Practice, 221; Proximate Cause, 366; Res 
Ipsa Loquitur, 366; Right of Action, 401; 
Sudden Peril, 275; Turn-Table Cases, 185; 
Wantonness and Recklessness, 347; Warning, 
258; Willful Injury, 258. 


Newspapers—Libel and Slander, 384. 


Impeachment of 
366; Misconduct, 
131; Par- 


New Trial—Bystanders, 95; 
Verdict, 203, 330; Jury, 293, 
293; Newly-Discovered Evidence, 
tial Issue, 59. 


Notice—Prudent Inquiry, 185. 


Novation—Assent, 95; Evidence, 437; Original 
Debt, 95; Test of, 455. : 


Nuisance—Abatement, 203; Buildings, 293; Cem- 
etery, 113; Defined, 293; Injunction, 113, 131, 
384; Pleasure Resort, 366; Special Damages, 
221; Vibration from Noise, 384. 


Oath—Definition, 222. 
Obscenity—Commerce, 1590. 


Officers—Appointment, 203; Negligence, 
et 330; Regulation of Fees, 150; Wa 
er, 131. 


Parent and Child—Abandonment, 258; Agency, 
131, 203; Custody of Child, 186; Maintenance, 
nue for Child, 131; Torts of 
Child, 23. 


Pardon—Recovery of Fine Paid, 347. 
Parties—Amendment of Pleadings, 203. 


Partition—Counsel Fees, 
Parol Agreement, 59, 


419; Life Estate, 330; 


5. 113, 
2; Dis- 
d Con- 
7, 455; 


Partnership—Accounting, 95; Action, 9 
419; Action Against, 186; Contract, 2 
solution, 78; Elements of, 347; Impli 
tract, 401; Parties, 95; Survivor, 3 
Test of, 186, 384. 


2 
e 
4 


Party Walls—Easement, 384. 


Patents—Anticipation, 311; Combination, 150; 
Dismissal of Action, 419; Estoppel, 330, 401, 
419; Ex Parte Application, 347; Independent 
Claim, 150; Infringement, 150, 186, 401, 455; 
Invention, 311, 455; Novelty, 419; Patent- 
ability, 131; 311, 347; Priority of Invention, 
HH Specification, 186; Utility of Invention, 


Pawnbrokers—Conversion, 419, 
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Payment—aApplication, 95, 113, 311; Burden of 
Proof, 293; Conditional, 203, 455; Duress, 23, 
203; Evidence, 401; Foreclosure, 456; Mis- 
take, 114; Voucher, 59; Voluntary, 167. 


Perjury—Evidence, 23, 203; Indictment, 293; 


Variance, 167. 


Restraint of Alienation, 23; Rule 


Perpetuities 
150; Trust, 258. 


Against, 


Surgeons—Confidential Rela- 


Physicians and 
78; Due Care, 240; 


tion, 222; Documentary, 
Employment, 95; Evidence, 114, 150, 203, 437; 
Expulsion, 203; Incurable Disease, 222; Neg- 
ligence, 23, 95, 167; Reasonable Care, 222. 


Pleading—Amendment, 59. 


Pledges—Delivery, 78; Forgery, 95; Pleading 


and Practice, 330. 
, 293, 456. 
Powers—tTrust Deeds, 401. 


Principal and Agent—Accounting, 419; Bill of 
Lading, 311; Collaterai Agreement, 456; 
Commercial Surety, 437; Consideration, 401; 
Contracts, 95; Defenses, 401; Dismissal ot 
Action, 419; Evidence, 78; False Represent- 
ations, 384; General Age nt, 150; Good Faith, 
401; implied Power, 347, 384; Independent 
Contractor, 59; Liability, 311, 330; Notice, 
186, 456; Power of Attorney, 114; Ratifica- 
tion, 419; Release, 95; Rescission, 419; Re- 
vocation, 24; Sale of Stock, 59; Scope of 
Agency, 203, 347; Scope of Authority, 203, 
456; Secret Instruction, 258; Statements by 
Agent, 150; Undisclosed Principal, 24, 60, 
258; Undivided Principal, 311; Waiver, 7 


Principal and Surety—Conditional Signing, 24; 
Condition Precedent, 401; Contract, 95; Con- 
tract of Suretyship, 347; Diligence, 114; Dis- 
charge of Surety, 78; Extension, 78; Liabil- 
ity of Surety, 131; Privity, 41; Release of 
Surety, 41, 60; Strictissime Juris, 204; Sure- 
. tyship, 437; Tender, 293. 


Process—Burden of Proof, 204; Void Service, 
258. 


Prohibition—Application for Writ, 401. 


Public Lands—Appurtenance, 401; Patents, 60; 


Void Patent, 204. 


Quieting Title—Adverse Possession, 60; Burden 


of Proof, 150. 


acs” eae neetaen 168; Remedy, 222; Venue, 
240. 


114; Adjacent Owner, 
419; Anticipating Injury, 222, 401; Bond- 
holders, 330; Burden of Proof, 60, 401; Con- 
stitutionality, 131; Contracts, 24; Contribu- 
tory Negligence, 131, 186, 240, 437; Cross- 
ings, 24, 131; Crossing Accident, 330, 419, 
437; Discovered Peril, 95; Employes, 168; 
Foreclosure, 401; Frightening Animals, 456; 
Last Clear Chance, 258; Liability, 330; Li- 
censee, 41; Look and Listen, 222, 293, 419; 
Mandamus, 347; Negligence, 114, 168, 419; 
Negligence per se, 186; Obstruction of Street, 
131; Ordinary Care, 401; Passenger, 330; 
Presumption, 132, 419; Proximate Cause, 60; 
Public Utility, 204; Receivership, 24, 456; 
tegulation, 293; Right-of-Way, 150, 437; 
Signals, 41, 294; Sudden Peril, 437: Tres- 
yasser, 114, 132; Waiver, 312; Willful Neg- 
igence, 114. 


Railroads—Acquiescence, 


Rape—Evidence, 95. 





Receivers—Appointment, 60, 96, 150, 347; De 
Facto Officer, 168; Ministerial Duty, 114; 
Priority, 78; Separable Contract, 114. 


Receiving Stolen Goods—Principal, 78. 


Records—Filing, 401; Lost Files, 168; Registra- 


tion of Title, 258. 


Reformation of Instruments—Burden of Proof, 
24; Description, 60; Equity, 78, 401; Estop- 
pel, 294; Mistake, 41; Pleading and Prac- 
tice, 222; Parties, 96. 


Evidence, 204, 437; 
Public Policy, 384; 
294; Reserv ing 


Release—Consideration, 42 
Fraud, 419; Partial, 204: 
Ratification, 312; Rescission, 
Rights, 42; Waiver, 168, 275. 


Religious Societies—Deed, 312; Government of, 
ota: Implied Promise, 312; Religious Rights, 
294. 


Remainders — Accrual of Action, 401; Con- 


tingent Interest, 419; Estoppel, 275. 


22; Federal 
yround for, 
Remova- 


Removal of Causes—Civil Action, 2 
Employers’ Liability Act, 347; ¢ 
275; Limitation of Amount, 366; 
bility, 348; Several Action, 437. 


Replevin—Prior Demand, 204. 
Rewards—Recovery of Lost, 150. 


Rcbbery—Evidence, 366; Principal, 168; Tres- 


passer, 384. 


222, 330, 420; Accept- 


Sales—Acceptance, 42, 60, 
Agency, 456; Bill 


ance and Rejection, 150; 
of Lading, 24; Breach of Contract, 186; Bur- 
den of Proof, 42, 132; Cancellation, 42; Con- 
ditional Sale, 456; Condition Precedent, 312; 
Contract, 186, 348, 456; Cross-Petition, 330; 
Damages, 384; Defenses, 222; Delivery, 150, 
456; Election, 78; Evidence, 275; 366; Ex- 
press Warranty, 186; Implied Warranty, 24, 
32, 437; Inspection, 222; Fraud, 312; Miti- 
gating Damages, 42; Passing of Title, 78; 
Principal and Agent, 186; Printed Condi- 
tions, 150; Privilege, 150; Proposal and Ac- 
ceptance, 114; Representations, 294, 437: Re- 
pudiation of Contract, 114, 366; Rescission, 
168, 222, 348, _366, 437; Sample, 384; War- 
ranty, 96, 204, 222, 384, 420. 


Sheriffs and Constables—Search-Warrant, 294. 


Schools and School Districts—Negligence, 114. 


Searches and Seizures—Disorderly House, 150; 


Suspicion, 186. 


Set-Off and Counterclaim— Pleading and Prac- 
tice, 132; Unliquidated Damages, 294 


Shipping—Liability, 204, 
Special Taxes—Estoppel, 204. 


Specific Performance—Action, 420; Action at 
Law, 204; Adoption Contract, 78; Beneficiary, 
96; Case Stated, 312; Contract, 168; Dam- 
ages, 330; Decree, 456; Equity, 78, 402, 420, 
437; Estoppel, 168, 222; Evidence, 24, 437; 
Impossibility of Performance, 384; In- 
definiteness, 168; Personal Covenant, 60; 
Waiver, 24. 


States—Intoxicating Liquors, 24. 
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tatutes—Computation of Time, 456; Constitu- 
tional Law, 438; Construction, 204, 330, 348; 
Pleading, 294; Repeal and Implication, 186; 
Uniformity in Operation, 132. 


Street Railroads—Anticipation of Injury, 222; 
Burden of Proof, 384; Contributory Negli- 
gence, 204, 420; Emergency, 96: Evidence, 
402; Indebtedness, 96; Injunction, 150; In- 
structions, 186; Last Clear Chance, 114, 132; 
Legislative Authority, 438; Look and Listen, 
96: Negligence, 60, 312; Ordinary Care, 402, 
438; Pedestrians, 168, 348, 366; Pleading, 
248; Receivers, 96; Transfers, 114. 


Subrogation—Parties, 24; Privity, 24; Privity 
of Contract, 384; Redemption, 384; Superior 
Right, 402; Surety, 294 


Subscriptions—Indemnity Contract, 24. 


Sunday—Discrimination, 24; Statutory Violation, 
348. 


Taxation—Tangible Property, 114; Tax Deed, 
186, 204; Tax Sale, 330; Collateral Attack, 
240; Corporate Shares, 24; Deposits, 24; Dis- 
crimination, 456; Domicile, 456; Double, 204; 
Exemption, 60, 438; Inheritance, 96; Inherit- 
ance Taxes, 60, 168; Levy, 420; Mortgages, 
330; Notice, 60; Public Service Corporation, 
150; Purpose, 420; Quieting Title, 438; Re- 
covery Back, 438; Remainder Interest, 294; 
Royalties, 294; Statute of Limitations, 60; 
me Tax, 96; Trustee, 330; Valuation, 
402. 


Telegraphs and Telephones—Acquiescence, 294; 
Addressee, 204; Agency, 402; sore for 
Rent, 438; Avoidance of Injury, ; Corpora- 
tion, 114; Delivery of Message, 975. 348; Dou- 
ble Taxation, 240; Employment, 168; Exclus- 
ive Use, 294; Franchise, 420: Illegal Agree- 
ment, 60; Liability, 132, 275; Limitation of 
Liability, 78; Measure of Damages, 348; 
Mental Anguish, 24; Negligence, 438; Negli- 
gent Delay, 60; Non-Delivery of Telegram, 
114; Proximate Cause, 222; Public Policy, 
204; Public Utilities Commission, 114. 


Tenancy in Common—Action, 204; Diversion of 
Water, 42: Easement, 42; Forfeiture, 294; 
Partition, 294. 


Theaters and Shows—Concessionary, 420; Li- 
cense, 402; Negligence, 420; Ordinary Care, 
420; Public Utility, 420; Regulation, 275. 


Time—Computation, 


Torts—Action for, 150; False Representation. 
294; Nuisance, 276; Respondeat Superior, 60. 


Towage—Implied Warranty, 222. 


Trade-Marks and Trade-Names—Adoption, 96; 
Assignment, 312; Expiration of Patent, 132; 
Imitation, 96; Infringement, 204, 312; In- 
junction, 168; Misrepresentation, 402; 
Registration, 96: Territorial Limitation, 438; 
Unfair Competition, 114, 132, 348, 8. 


Trdde Unions—tTreasurer, 24. 


Inclosure, 438. 


Trespass—Damages, 438; 


Trespass to Try Title—Misnomer, 132. 


Trover and Conversion—Damages, 42, 204; Du- 
jlicity, 222; Joint Deposit, 240; Lien, 204; 
etention of Checks, 222 Special Valuation, 

438; Sufficiency of Title, 294; Tender, 168; 
Turpentine, 402. 








Trusts—Attorney Fee, 96, 402; Beneficiary, 132; 
Cestuis que Trust, 24; Construction, 60; Con- 
structive Trust, 24, 240; Declaration of 
Trust, 96; Dry Trust, 348; Equity, 96; Es- 
toppei, 60; Evidence, 186; Following 
ceeds, 132; Garnishment, 348; Income, 
Judicial Discretion, 150; Lawful ed 
132; Misconduct, 438; Parties to Action, 384; 
Presumption, 78; Resulting Trust, 420; 
Trustees, 276. 


United States—Contracts, 60, 

Use and Occupation—Rental Value, 420. 
Usury—Statute, 438. 
Vagrancy—Evidence, 438. 


Vendor and Purchaser—Action, 186; Adverse 
Possession, 186; Conditional Precedent, 114; 
Constructive Notice, 96, 114, 204; Covenant: 
24: Deed of Trust, 24; Definition of Words, 
132; Election, 456; Fraud, 276, 456; Growing 
Crops, 420; Marketable Title, 24, 42, 132; 
Misrepresentation, 132, 168; Notice, 78, 240, 
438; Notice from Possession, 114; Notice of 
Interest, 258; Option, 78, 294; Prior Deed, 
114; Priority, 168; Rescission, 96, 168, 186, 
258, 348, 420; Sale in Gross, 348; Statutory 
ren. 42; Tenancy by Entirety, 438; Waiver, 


Venue—Real Action, 294. 
Warehouses—Breach of Contract, 258. 


Waters and Water Courses—Act of God, 348; 
Appurtenance, 276: Beneficial Use, 456; Con- 
stitutional Law, 60; Contract, 420; Drain- 
age Ditch, 312; Flood, 276; Ice, 42; Injunc- 
tion, 258; Irrigation, 258; Negligence, 42; 
Pollution, 438; Prior Appropriation, 294, 420, 
438; Repair of Pipe Line, 384; Riparian 
Rights, 42, 132. 258, 438; Servient Tenement. 
276; Surface Water. 42, 276. 348; Unlawful 
Diversion, 42; Well Defined Channel, 96. 


Wills—Advancement, 366; Agreement Between 
Adults, 60; Annuity, 294; Antichresis, 384; 
Attestation, 78. 132, 276, 294. 420; Bequest, 
276; Burden of Proof, 42; Canoncial Law, 
276; oa get egg wa 42, 96, 186, 276. 312, 330, 

; Contingeney, 402; Contingent 
96; Delivery of Deed : 
Devise, 402: Directory Provision, 420; Di- 
rections to Scrivener, 276; Donation, 276; 
Donee. 384; Election, 276; Equitable Lien, 
2; Estoppel. 132; Exercise of Option. 312; 
Execution, 348: Fraud. 348; Gift, 312: Heirs 
of Body, 438; Heirs Defined, 132; Holograph- 
ic, 348: Tlliteracy, 456; Income, 402; Inten- 
tion, 186; Interest, 420: Intestacv. 402; 
Jurisdiction, 168; Laches, 78; Lapsed Legacy, 
78; Lawful Issue. 402; Legatee, 186; Lex 
Loci, 42, 78: Life Estate, 186, 312; 402; Lim- 
itation of Estate, 276; Limitation Over, 186; 
Next of Kin. 348; Nieces and Nepvhews, 330; 
Notice, 276: Notice of Interest, 276; Notion- 
al Conversion, 312; Power of Appointment, 
148, 330. 348; Precatory Trust. 168; Probate, 
168, 186: Remainder, 330, 402: Remainder- 
men, 276: Residuarv Clause. 402: Residuary 
Estate. 96: Senarableness, 132; Snecific Leg- 
acv, 402. 420: Statutory Richt, 78: Survivor- 
ship, 456: Testamentary Capacity, 60. 168, 
402; Testamentary Character, 276: Transfer 
Tax, 438: Trust, 96; Undue Influence, 132; 
Vesting. 150: Vested Interest, 96. 402; Vest- 
ed Remainder. 78, 132, 276; Widow's Elec- 
tion, 78; Word of, 402. 


Witnesses—Accused, 42; 
roboration, 168: Credibility, 42: Cross-Rx- 
amination. 42, 132, 312; Disaualification, 168: 
Examination. 456: Husband and Wife, 132: 
Impeachment, 42, 150, 212; Interrogation by 
Judge, 42; Subpoena, 456. . 


Comnetency, 212; Cor- 


Work and Labor—Express Contract, 438: Gratu- 
itous Services, 312: Implied Contract, 312; 
Quantum Meruit, 312. 
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Jas. B. McDonough. 
Ira D. Oglesby. 
Thos. B. Pryor. 


HARRISON. 
Smith & Watkins. 


HOT SPRINGS. 
J. P. Henderson. 
J. R. Long. 
Jas. E. Hogue. 





JONESBORO. 
N. F. Lamb, 


KNOBEL. 
Cc. O. Raley. 


LAKE CITY. 
J. Seoby. 


LEWISVILLE. 
Hamiter & Dickson. 


LIFTLe ROCK. 
W. Blackwood. 
z H. Carmichael. 
Ashley Cockrill. 
P. D. English. 

. T. Harrison. 
Tom M. Mehaffy. 
Geo. B. Pugh. 

D. D. Terry. 

. F. Clark. 
Gates & Gulley. 
Kinsworthy & 

___ Henderson. 
Thos. J. Price. 


MAGNOLIA. 
Wade H. Kitchens. 


MONTICELLO. 
Patrick Henry. 


MORRILTON. 
John F. Sellers, 


ee VIEW 
Ben F. Williamson. 


NASHVILLE. 
Sam E. Leslie. 


NEWPORT. 
Ss. D. Campbell. 
John W. Stayton. 


PIGGOTT. 
Spence & Dudley. 


Pies BLUFF. 
. F. Coleman. 
Taylor & Jones. 
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ROGERS. 
E. M. Fowler. 


RUSSELLVILLE. 
T. J. Bullock. 


Ww QPINOTON. 
H. Etter. 


CALIFORNIA. 


ALTURAS. 
Hon. Clarence E. 
Baker. 


FRESNO 
F. H. short. 


LA HABRA. 


Henry O, Price. 


LONG BEACH. 
Saphen G. Long 
Hon. A. Gherwood. 
P. E. Teeter. 

. E. McCaughan. 


LOS ANGELES. 
Walter a Campbell. 
Harvey D. Cheney. 
Sam B. Dannis. 
Fredericks & Hanna. 
Gibson, Trask, Dunn 

& Crutcher. 
A. W. Hutton. 
James M. Kerr. 
W. E. Lady. 
et Cc. Lewis. 

; Segnsteot. 


(ad y 
Paran Pr. “Rice. 


NAPA, 
* John T. York. 


OAKLAND. 


, A Beardsley. 
Harmon Bell. 
R. Fitzgerald. 
Austin Lewis. 
Dudley Kinsell. 
Peck, Bunker & 
Cole. 


OCEAN PARK. 
L. G, Susemihl. 


PASADENA. 
M. B, Butler. 
L. W. Jutten. 
Walter W. Webster. 


PETALUMA. 
W. H, Early. 


PLACERVILLE. 
Geo. H. Thompson. 


POMONA - 
. A. Garrett. 


RECHNOSD. 
H. J. Wildgrube. 


RIVERSIDE. 
Cc. L. McFarland. 
Purington & Adair. 


SACRAMENTO. 
Butler & Swisler. 
Devlin & Devlin. 





SAN DIEGO. 
Jno. C. Cannon. 
Eugene Daney 
Hamilton & Lindley. 
R. Sherman Lacey. 
Sam. F. Smith. 
F. W. Stearns. 


SAN JOSE. 
B. S. Crittenden. 
L. E. Petree. 


SAN FRANCISCO. 
Wm. M. Abbott. 
J. A. Cooper. 
Frank Cornish. 
F. A. Cutler. 
F. P. Deering. 
Edward C. Harrison. 
Jos. K. Hutchinson. 
Geo. B. Keane. 
Knight & Heggerty. 
Lent & Humphrey. 
G. W. McEnerney. 
W. C. Metzer. 
Robert R. Moody. 
Morrison, Dunne & 
Brobeck. 
J. L. Nagle. 
Pillsbury, Madison & 
Sutrow. 
F. W. Sawyer. 
Chas. W. Slack. 
Grant H. Smith. 
Stockwell. 
Webb. 
Wittenmyer. 


us 
Sz 


SANTA AN 
Horatio ig “Forgy. 


SANTA CLARA. 
H. V. Kimberlin. 


SANTA CRUZ. 
W. H. Harris. 


SANTA MARIA. 
F. J. Feeney. 


SANTA ROSA. 
L. E. Fulwider. 


A. 
c. L. Russell. 


TURLOCK. 
R. R. Fowler. 


WILLOWS. 
Frank Freeman. 


COLORADO. 


ALAMOSA. 
John T. Adams. 


CVENTRAL CITY. 
Fred S. Caldwell. 
Chase Withrow. 


COLORADO ~~ aca 
James A. 
Sherwin & unger- 
ford. 
J. T. White. 
Carl Zittell. 


CRAIG. 
Geo. A. Pughe. 


CRIPPLE CREEK. 
G, P. Nevitt. 





DEL NORTE. 
Jesse C. Wiley. 


DENVER. 

Bartels, Blood & 
Bancroft. 

Paul M. Clark. 

H. W. Danforth. 

Henry A. Dubbs. 

Hon. James E. Gar- 
rigues. 

- Horace N. Hawkins. 
Thos. H. Hood. 
Philip Hornbein. 
Gerald Hughes. 
Wm. E. Hutton. 
Hon. Robt. E. Lewis. 
McKnight & 

Henry F. May. 

Morris & Grant. 

David Plessner. 
Rees. 


DURANGO. 
McCloskey & Moody. 
W. N. Searcy. 


oh COLLINS. 


FT. MORGAN. 
Geo. C. Twombly. 


GI.ENW0OOD SPRINGS. 
John E. Ethell. 


GRAND JUNCTION. 
Ss. M. Logan. 
Guy V. Sternberg. 


GREFLEY. 
F. J. Green. 
Wm. H. Thompson. 
Charles TD. Todd. 
Emil B. Hatch. 


IDAHO SPRINGS. 
F. I. Collom. 4 
Erwin L. Regennit- 
ter. 


JULESRURG. 
Roy T, Johnson. 


LA JUNTA 
A. Bs Wallis. 


LEADVILLE. 


Quentin D. Bonner. 


LOVELAND. 
John H. Simpson. 


PAONIA. 
M. D. Vincent. 


PUEBLO. 
Hon. E. F. Chambers. 
R. A. Crossman. 


TELLURIDE. 
L. W. Allen. 


TRINIDAD. 
. F. W. Clark. 
Malcolm E. Erick- 
son. 


WINDSOR. 
Thos. C. Smith. 





CONNECTICUT. 


BRIDGEPORT. 
Cullinan & Cullinan. 


HARTFORD. 
John J. Dwyer. 
Wilbur T. Halliday. 
Hon. W. F. Henry. 
Louis H. Katz. 


LITCHFIELD. 
Thos. F. Ryan. 


NEW HAVEN. 
Chas. Kleiner. 
Watrous & Da 
James E. Wheeler. 


NEW LONDON 


NORWICH. 
Edwin W. Higgins. 


SO. NORWALK. 
Jno. H, Light. 


STAMFORD 
Taylor & “Jenkins. 


WATERBURY. 
. F, Carmody. 


Chas. G. Root. 
DELAWARE. 


DOVER. 
Hon. Wm. H. Boyce. 
Chas. H. Le Fevere. 


WILMINGTON. 
Thos. J. Laffey. 
Marvel & 


John P. Nields. 
H. Ward. 


DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA. 


- 


WASHINGTON. 
Melville Church. 
Blaine Coppinger. 
Hon. W. E. Chand- 

ler. 
Geo. Shiras, Jr. 
W. C. Sullivan. 
Britten & Gray. 
Chapin Browne. 
Watson E. Coleman. 
Geo. C. Gertman. 
Frank J. Hogan. 
Leckie, Cox & 

Kratz. 
J. M. McLachien. 
J. Cc. Robertson. 
Jas. W. Shea. 
J. W. Staggers. 
Philip Walker. 


FLORIDA. 


BARTOW. 
R. B. Huffaker. 
K. Oliphant. 
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BRADENTOWN. 


Singletary & Reaves. 


BRANFORD. 
Cc. C. Howell. 


CLEARWATER. 
John W. Bird. 


DE LAND. 
Murray Sams. 
Stewart & Bly. 


DE .FUNIAK 
SPRINGS. 
A. G. Campbell. 
Daniel Campbell & 
Son. 


FORT OGDEN. 
Cc. C. Morgan. 


JACKSONVILLE. 
Garv W. 
A. &. Arnold. 


Carter & McCollum. 


J. C. Cooper, Jr. 

Frank L. Dancy. 

F. M. Durrance. 

E. J. L. Engle. 

Cromwell Gibbons. 

Svivanus Hart, Jr. 

Kav. Dogget & 
Smith. 

Miles W. JV.ewis. 

R. R. Moseley. 

J. N. Morris. 

Carl Noble. 

P. H. Odom. 

G. A. Stephens. 


KTSSIMMFEE. 
H. D. Geirer. 
Pat Johnston. 


LAKELAND. 
T. J. Hooks. 
J. H. Peterson. 
Spencer & Spencer. 


LIVE OAK. 
A. E. Leslie. 
B. L. Solomon. 


MIAMI. 


Atkinson & Burdine. 


A. J. Rose. 


OCALA. 
R. L, Anderson, 
M. L. Mershon. 


ORLANDO. 
Dickinson & Dickin- 


son. 
L. J. Dollins. 

Cc. B. Robinson. 
Massey & Warlow. 


PALATKA. 
W. P. Dineen. 
4. H. Odom. 
. Walton. 


PALMETTO. 
E. Bradley. 


PENSACOLA. 
Chas. W. Girdle- 
stone. 


Alexander. 





PENSACOLA. 


E. C. Maxwell. 
S. Pasco, Jr. 

R. P. Reese. 

W. B. Sheppard. 
W. L. Zachary. 


PERRY. 
W. B. Davis. 


0 ae 
K. Powers. 


ST. AUGUSTINE 
S. W. Bassett, Jr. 
Geo, W. Jackson. 


TALLAHASSEE. 
T. F. West. 


TAMPA. 
J. W. Frazier. 
Maxwell Baxter. 
Horace C. Gordon. 
K. I. MeKay. 
Cc. B. Parkhill. 
Craig Phillips. 
E. Lamar Sparkman. 
J. T. Watson, Jr. 
S. V. Ray. 


TAVARES. 
H. C. Duncan. 


TITUSVILLE. 
Ely O. Thompson. 


WEST PALM BEACH. 
H. L. Bussey. 


GEORGIA. 


ALBANY. 
F. I. Dovell. 
B. F. Manning. 


AMERICUS. 
J. A, Hixon. 
G. R. Ellis. 


ATHENS. 
Cobb & Irwin. 
J. J. Strickland. 


ATLANTA. 
Robert C. Alston. 
Dorsey, Brewster, 
Howell & Heyman. 
Smith, Hammond & 
Smith. 
James L. Key. 
Albert E. Mayer. 
Cc. L. Pettigrew. 
Cc. B. Rosser, Jr. 
Geo. B. Rush. 
Burton Smith. 
Alex W. Stephens. 
Basil Stockbridge. 
w Thomson. 


Geo. W estmoreland. 


AUGUSTA. 
Cc. H. & R. S. Cohen. 
Wm. H. Fleming. 
T. S. Lyons. 


BAINBRIDGE. 
T. S. Hawes. 


CAMILLA. 

Peacock & Gardner. 
CLARKESVILLE. 

J. C. Edwards & Son. 





COLUMBUS. 
Howell Hollis. 


CORDELE. 
F. G. Boatwright. 


es tae 
A. Wood. 


FAIRBURN. 
Oscar Parker. 


aa ay ig’ hes = 
. Wheeler. 


JASPER. 
Roscoe Pickett. 


LAGRANGE. 
A. H. Thompson. 


MACON. ; 
Walter T. Johnson. 
R. C. Jordan. 
Harry S. Strozier. 


MONTICELLO. 
Greene F. Johnson. 


ROME. 
J. E. Dean. 
John H. Reece. 


SAVANNAH. 
S. B. Adams. 
Henry C. Cunning- 
ham. 
Garrard & Gazan. 
Wm. R. Leaken. 
Geo. W. Hall. 
Jos. J. McCarthy. 
Peter W. Meldrim. 
F. A. Morgan. 
Hartridge 
ight. 


Owens. 
T. P. Ravenel. 
Wm. B. Stephens. 
W. B. Stubbs. 


STATESBORO. 
G. S. Johnston. 


SYLVANTA. 
A. B, Lovett. 


TIPTON. 
R. D. Smith. 


WAYCROSS. 
J. D. Blalock. 
John J. Moore. 
Parker & Walker. 
Parks & Reed. 
Wilson & Bennett. 
Harry M. Wilson. 


HAWAIIAN ISLANDS. 


noe. 
Wm. T. Carden. 
Thompson, Milver- 
ton & Cathcart. 


K ae 
R. Bevins. 


WAILUKU. 
Enos Vincent. 





IDAHO. 
AMERICAN FALLS. 
Oo. R. Baum. 


BOISE CITY. 
T. C. Coffin. 
Raymond L. Givens. 
Chas. F. Koelsch. 
Kare Paine. 
J. T. Pence. 
Richards & Haga. 


BONNERS FERRY. 
B. Sinclair. 


BURLE 
c se vied 
S. T. Lowe. 


CALDWELL. 
Owen M. Van Duyn. 


COUNCIL. 
L. L. Burtenshaw. 


IDAHO FALLS. 
Geo. W. Edginton. 


a E. 
. D. Reynolds. 


LEWISTON. 
James E. Babb. 
Fred E. Butler. 


OAKLEY. 
W. L. Dunn. 


ORIFINO. 
Wm, J. Hannah. 


SAND POINT. 
John M. Flynn. 
E. E. Wheelan, 
G. H. Martin. 


TWIN FALLS. 
Henry C. Scranton. 
Arthur W. Ostrom. 


ILLINOIS. 


ALTON. 
J. V. E. Marsh. 


ATLANTA. 
Frank S. Bevan. 


AURORA. 
B. P. Alschuler. 
Peffers & Wing. 


a me Mo 
E. W. Kreitner. 
Hon. Geo. A, Crow. 


BELLY} DERE. 
H. O’Donnell. 


BLOOMINGTON. 
Barry & Morrissey. 
De Mange, Gillespie 

& De Mange. 


CAIRO. 
Geo. B. Baker. 
Thos. H. Sheridan. 


CARLINVILLE. 
Jesse Peebles. 





CENTRAL LAW JOURNAL 








CARLYLE. EDWARDSVILLE. PEKIN. CONNERSVILLE. 
Hugh V. Murray. Williamson, Bur- Prettyman, Velde & McKee, Frost & 
roughs & Ryder. Prettyman. Elliot. 
Wm. A. Potts. 
CARTHAGE. Wm. J. Reardon. 
Oo. F. Berry. ELIZABETHTOWN. CRAWFORDSVILLE. 
Charles J. Scofield. James A. Watson. Benj. Crane. 
Hartzell & Cav- PEORIA. 
anaugh. Henry C. Fuller. 
BY Anatom. ss A. Kimmel. CROWN POINT. 
Robt. H. Gault. . J. O’Brien. J. Kopelke. 
CENTRALIA. 
June C. Smith. 
FAIRFIELD. PINCKNEYVILLE. ELKHART. 


Boggs, Boggs & W. O. Edwards. Cc. 
CHARLESTON. Heidinger. Kaw: Be eholes: 
Miles A. Tipsword. 
PITTSFIELD. 


FREEPORT. Ray Anderson. EVANSVILLE. 
CHICAGO. I. P. Gassman, E. H. Iglehart. 


A. Aborn. J 

E. iam. ; RANTOUL. 
a D. Adcock. | FULTON. Jas. F, Clark. FORT WAYNE. 
Alden, Latham & Cc. C. McMahon. Breen & Morris. 

a” ee Emrick & Emrick. 
Asheraft & Ashcraft. J z ROCKFORD. Samuel M. Hench. 
Ashcre Dernstein. GALESBURG. A. D, Barly. Samuel L. Morris, Jr. 
Frank H. Bicek. E. J. King. C. W. Ferguson. Thomas & Town- 
F. L. Boyd. Sa Knight Dick ML. 

ter. . A. Kni . ic Vesey. 

Paul Carpent HARRISBURG. Kobt. Kew. 

E. Cc. Ferguson. M. 8S. Whitley. , FRANKLIN 
. Binswanger. c y Thi : Whi 
Aug. @ "Abbey. f ROCK ISLAND. 2 White & White. 
Anel Chytraus. HAVANA. Jackson, Hurst & 

E. S. Cummings. uyman Lacy, Jr. — GARY 

Thos. -—— “a a Kliott 

ery y. Fell. JACKSONVILLE. SPRINGFIELD, — Roy E. Ressler. 

Milton Foreman. Wm. H. Hairgrove. marete s Berber. A. P. Stagoski. 

Louis M. Greeley. et A wc Mt 4. denveres. 
ilso - 

Henry M. Hagan. — J. ki. Dowling. GOSHEN. 


kins. house. . 
pow ps ag D. L. Giffin. A. S. Zook. 


mm...’ W. Jackson. | !ERSEYVILLE. ’. L, Jarrett. 


. ch. W. J. Chapman. Clarence A. Jones. GREENCASTLE. 
Foadertane Lobell. Hon. P. J. Lucey. B. F. Corwin. 
Loesch, Scofield & Edw. Pree. 
Loesch. JOLIET. Wm. b. eee . : 
John S i 4 John Barton Mecham J. H. Rockwell. GREENSBURG. 
Chas. J. ’ Thos. F. Smith. John F. Goddard. 
Rollin A. Turner. 


Patterson. 
net Wishe KANKAKEE. Wickens & Osborn. 


Cc : 
Joseph A. McInerney. Smith & Marcotte. STEER Asee. z 
James C. McShane. Vm. H, Boys. _ GREE ae 
A.W. Martin. Arthur’ H. shay: NWOOD. 
M. A. Mergentheim. NACOD. A. McAlpin. 
dwin A. Munger. Vose & Creel, » 
e S Murray. . Chas. I. Imes. SYCAMORE. a 
A H. Pansing. John Faissler. LOND. 
F. P. Read. we eee 
F. S. Rickcords. MATTOON. a . cMahon. 
Rosenthal & Andrews & Vause. TAYLORVILLE. ’ & = Sheerer. 
Hamill. Bryan H. Tivnen Provine & Provine. - B. Tinkham. 
H. A. Leo ‘ : 
John Shortall. , HUNTINGTON. 
Martin Watrous. MOUND CITY. et Say ig Milo M. Freightner. 
Harris F. Williams. Geo. E. Martin. - F. Goodyear. Sumner Kenner. 
Winston, Payne & 
Strawn. , > r 
ry , WAUKEGAN. TEAM APOLIS. 
Vv. D. Wyman. MONMOUTH. Cook, -Pope & Pope. eo. W- Galvin. 
4 ss ieewn. Frank Stive. 
T . J. Grier. esse : Potter, 
ages ON. WOODSTOCK. W. W. Thornton, 
E. B. Mitchell. David R. Joslyn. 5 x. Brown. 
: as evenger. 
ee. Rowland Evans. 
DANVILLE. Thos. F. Fly 
Dwyer & Dwyer. INDIANA. ge 7. ‘Hadley. 
m 
MT. STERLING. Frank @, Holden” 
en 
DECATUR. Warren McNeff. ANDERSON. Chas. A. Messmore. 
James S. Baldwin. J. A. Van Osdal. Newton -J. McGuire. 
Jas. D. Noi lan. 


OAK PARK. , H. E. Negley. 
ay Jas. A. Ross. 
DWIGHT. Ross C. Hall. P. V. Hoffman. B 
Roy V. Seymour. Bloor, ‘Schleppey. 
John E. Spaan. 
OTTAWA. BLOOMFIELD. D 
E. ST. LOUIS. I, ee aes: =. qeeee Ce ee 
Kramer, Kramer & as. J. Conway. INDIANA HA 
Campbell. COLUMBUS. Hembroft & Glace’ 
- R. McMurdo. Donaker & Spaugh. brook. 
Wm. T. Borders. “4, Knollmeyer & W. J. Murray. 
Jas. G. McHale. J. H. Fornoff. Shrapnack. Willard B. Van 
Cc. B. Thomas. Wm. J. Reardon. John Rynerson. Horne. 
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an vied wy >> 
A. Douglass. 


KOKOMO 


Bell & " Kirkpatrick. 


Jos. C, Herron, 
W. C. Purdum. 


KNIGHTSTOWN. 
Newby & Newby. 


KNOX. 
Chas. H. Peters. 


LAFAYETTE. 
Rochester Baird. 
E. P. Hammond. 
A. L. Kumler. 
Martin A. Quinn. 


LOGANSPORT. 
D. Cc. Arthur. 


MILFORD. 
Richard Vander- 
veer. 


MICHIGAN CITY. 
Forrest F. Smith. 


MISHAWAKA. 
Isaac Kane Parks. 


MUNCIE. 
Frank Ellis. 
Koons & Koons. 
W. W. Orr. 


NAPPANEE. 
Perry A. Early. 


NORTH VERNON. 
Wm. Fitzgerald. 


RICHMOND. 
Se Jessup 
White 


PERU. 
Cox & Andrews. 
D. E. Rhodes. 


PORTLAN 
John F. i aFollette. 


ROCHESTER. 
oO. F. Montgomery. 


RUSHVILLE. . 
John H. Kiplinger. 


SEYMOUR. 
Abe C. Branaman. 
R. H. Wesner. 


SOUTH BEND 
R. H. Bayless. 
Deahl & Hammer- 
schmid. 
Lem J. Oare. 


SPENCER. 
I. H. Fowler. 


SULLIVAN. 
Chas. D. Hunt. 
J. W. Lindley. 


TERRE HAUTE. 
Wm. T. Douthitt. 
Cc. C. Whitlock. 


UNION CITY. 
Wm. F. Fowler. 


VEVAY. 

F. M. Griffith. 
WARSAW. 

S. W. Royse. 


WASHINGTON. 
A. W. Allen. 


IOWA. 


ACKLEY. 
J. M. Scales. 


ADAIR. 
Geo. B. Lynch. 


ALBIA. 
John T. Clarkson. 


ae iONA. 
- B. Quarton. 


BEDFORD. 
Flick & Flick. 
Frank Wisdom. 
Wm. M. Jackson. 


BODE. 
Oscar T. Gullixson. 


BURLINGTON. 
laMonte Cowles. 


CEDAR FALLS. 
J. B. Newman. 


CEDAR RAPIDS. 
Jamison & Smyth. 


H. R. Trewin. 


e . \RLOTTE. 
H. Oldsen. 


CLINTON. 
Marvin H. Lake. 


CCUNCIL BLUFFS. 
George Carson. 
Tinley & Mitchell. 


CRESCO. 


Charles Pergler. 


CRESTON. 
D. W. Higbee. 


DAVENPORT. 
ag! W. Bollinger. 
J. Hall. 

F. D. Letts. 
Isaac Petersburg. 
Henry Vollmer. 


DECORAH. 
H. F. Barthell. 





| DENISON. 
Jacob Sims. 





Redmond & Stewart. 





DES MOINES. 
Bowen & Alberson. 
oO. M. Brockett. 

M. H. Cohen. 
Frank H. Dewey. 
Dudley & Coffin. 
J. M. Earle 


Halloran & Starkey. 


F. I, Herriott. 

Clyde Kirk. 

W. E. Miller. 

Mulvaney & Mul- 
vaney. 

Clinton L. Nourse. 

Parker, Parrish & 
Miller 

Oscar Strauss. 


Sullivan & Sullivan. 


, Van Auken. 
Geo. Wambach. 
Geo. A, Wilson, 


DUBUQUE. 
Robert W. Clewell. 
J. P. Frantzen. 
Kenline & 


DUNKERTON. 
Frank P. Keane. 


ELKRADER. 
A. J. Palas. 


EMMETSBURG. 


McCarty & McCarty. 


FORT DODGE. 
Burnquist & Joyce. 
R. M. Wright 


GREENFIELD. 
Frank B. Wilson. 


HAWARDEN. 
Cc. E, Gantt. 


HEDRICK. 
J. G McWilliams. 


HUMBOLDT. 
D. F. Coyle. 


INDEPENDENCE. 
Roy A. Cook. 


INDIANOLA. 
0. C. Brown. 


IOWA CITY. 
Mrs. Walter M. 
Davis. 


KFOKUK 
E. L. McCoid. 


LE MARS. 
P. Farrel, 


LENOX. 
J. R. Locke. 


LISBON. 
E. A. Johnson. 


LIVERMORE. 
F, Miles. 


MARSHALLTOWN. 
. A. Mote. 


MASON CITY. 
Dunn & Bryant. 


Roedell. 





OSKALOOSA 
Burrell & Devitt. 


OTTUMWA. 
W. 8S. Asbury. 


PARKERSBURG. 
M. F,. Edwards. 


RED OAK. 
Beeson & Thomas. 


ROCKWELL CITY. 
M. W. Frick. 


SHENANDOAH. 
Earl R, Ferguson. 
J. B. Jennings. 


SIBLEY. 
W. C. Garberson. 


SIGOURNEY. 
Wagner & Updefraff. 


SIOUX CITY. 
Kass Bros. 
J. L, Kennedy. 
Cc. R. Metcalfe. 


STORM LAKE. 
James De Land. 


SWEA CITY. 
Jos. M. Dye. 


TAMA 


J. W. Willett. 


TIPTON. 
W. G. W. Geiger. 
TOLEDO. 
Cc. E. Walters. 


WAPELLO. 
Arthur Springer. 


WATERLOO. 
Edwards & Longley. 
Hon. C. W. Mullan. 


WEBSTER CITY. 
Wesley Martin. 


KANSAS, 


ARKANSAS ees 
L. C. Brown 
Faulkner & Wright. 


BELOIT. 
Cc. L. Kagey. 


CLAY CENTER. 
W. F. Roche. 


COFFEYVILLE. 
W. E. Ziegler. 


COLDWATER. 
Jay T. Botts. 
CONCORDIA. 
c. L. Hunt, 


DODGE CITY. 
Walter L. Bullock. 
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EMPORIA. 
O. B. Hartley. 


FORT SCOTT. 
John H. Crain. 


FREDONIA. 
James N. Kennedy. 


GALENA. 
A. S. Wilson. 


HI he! gre 
W. F. Means. 


HOXIE 
W. H. Clark. 


HUMBOLDT. 
G. A. mos. 


HUTCHINSON. . 
F. Dumont Smith. 


INDEPENDENCE. 
Stanford & Stan- 
ford. 
N. E. Van Tuyl. 


JETMORE. 
Roscoe H. Wilson. 


JUNCTION CITY. 
Jas. V. Humphrey. 


KANSAS CITY. 
1. F. Bradley. 
J. W. Dana. 
Geo. W. Littick. 
Cc. O. Littick. 


Edwin S. McAnany. 


Thompson & Brady. 


KIOWA. 
F. F. Perry. 


LAW RENCE. 
Harold R, Branine. 
L. H. Menger. 


LEAVENWORTH. 
Hon, Wm. C. 
J. H. Wendorff. 


LINCOLN. 


John J. McCurdy. 


MINNEAPOLIS. 
F. D. Boyce. 


RUSSELL. 
J. G. Vogelsang. 


SALINA. 
Dallas Grover. 
John H. Wilson. 


~ pqw ICK. 
. L. Foster. 


SMITH, C ~¥ ys R. 
L. C." Uhl & Son. 


TOPEKA. 
W. A. S. Bird. 
T. F. Garver. 

D. R. Hite. 
Otis E. Hungate. 
A. M. Thomas. 


Hook. 





WAMEGO. 
Cc. A. Bandel. 


w wagers, 
. T. McBride. 


WICHITA. 
John W. Adams. 
Geo. Gardner. 
Houston & Brooks. 
Chester I. Long. 
David Smyth. 


wie ELD. 
Ss. C. Bloss. 


KENTUCKY. 


ASHLAND. 
J. S&S. Fullerton. 
J. B. Wilhoit. 


BARBOURVILLE. 
. N. Jarvis. 
wr ¢. McDonald. 
G. L. Dickinson. 
Dishman Tinsley & 
Dishman. 
J. D. Tuggle. 


BARDSTOWN. 
Ernest N. Fulton. 


BEATTY VILLE. 
J. M. McDaniel. 
H. D. Parrish. 
Sutton & Hurst. 


BELLSVILLE. 


CAMP 
B. F. ee 


CATLETTSBURG. 
R. S. Dinkle. 
E. P. Harris. 
D. M. Howerton. 
Jas. A. Williams. 


CORBIN. 
J. B. Wall. 


GLASGOW. 
B. G. Ellis. 
W. L. Porter. 


H:z x — 
J. T. Bowling. 
Zeb A. Stewart. 


Keith Bolling Wise. 


HAZARD. 
Geo. S. Atkinson. 
J. M. Dixon. 
Faulkner & Faulk- 


ner. 
E. C. Holliday. 
Rebel Martin. 


HENDERSON. 
Ciay & Clay. 


ee. 
EB. Hay 
t “larence Miller. 


JACKSON. 
W. H. Blanton. 
Byrd & Hurst. 
Thos. T. Cope. 
W. L .Cash. 


LEBANON. 
S. A. Russell. 





LEXINGTON, 
Richard J. Colbert. 
Shelby, Northcutt & 
Shelby. 


LONDON. 
W. L. Bruner. 
Sa G. Brock. 
J. W. Moren. 
Reams & Johnson. 
L. P, Thompson. 


LOUISA. 
J. S. Osborn. 


LOUISVILLE. 
Jas. P. Brown. 
Paul B. Collins. 
Frank A. Douglas. 
Jas. D. Duffin. 
William B. Eagles. 
H. Fl 


Arthur E. Hopkins. 

Humphrey & Hum- 
phrey. 

Julius C. Klein. 

Kohn, Baird, Sloss & 
Kohn. 

Wm. T. McCullough. 

Chas. Bond Seymour. 

Geo. W. Smith. 


MAYSVILLE. 
LeWright Brown- 
ing. 

Hon. A. M. J. Coch- 


ran. 
W. H. Rees. 


MIDDLESBORO. 
W. G. Colson. 
Fowler & Francis. 
John Howard. 
Herbert P. Spencer. 


MT. VERNON. 
Cc. C. Williams. 


OW ENSBORO. 
Gilbert Holbrook. 


PADUCAH. 


Hon. Wm. Reed. 


PAINTSVILLE. 
J. F. Bailey. 


PIKEVILLE. 
W. L. Bowling. 
Robt. L. Miller. 
E. J. Picklesimer. 


PINEVILLE. 
Chas. I. Dawson, 
Cc, Hurst. 
G. J. Jarvis. 
Martin T. Kelly. 
Jackson Morris. 
James H. Jeffries. 


PRESTONBURG. 
Dingus & Layne. 
May & May. 


SOMERSET. 
Virgil P. Smith. 
R. C. Tartar. 


Ww oad gr 2d CITY. 
L. G. Campbell. 
H. C. Kress. 
John W. Sampson. 
Stephens & Gilreath. 








WHITESBURG. 
G, earing. 
Chas Paynter. 


WEALAMPOURG. 
R. Henry. 
} Ak. & Pope. 
H. W. Bond. 
H. H. Tye. 


WINCHESTER. 
Rodney Haggard. 


LOUISIANA. 


ALEXANDRIA. 
J. W. Hawthorne. 


FRANKLIN. 
Paul Kramer. 


LAKE CHARLES. 
E. R. Kauffman. 
Taylor & Taylor. 


MORGAN CITY. 
Chas. L. Wise. 


NEW ORLEANS. 

S. Clair Adams. 

Caffrey, Quintero, 
Gidiere & Brumby. 

Carroll & Carroll. 

Dart & Kernan. 

J. C. Davey. 

Farrar, Jonas, 
Goldsborough & 
Goldburg. 

Lewis R. Graham. 

Chas. de Labretonne. 

McCloskey & Bene- 
dict. 

J. M. Pierce. 

J. B. Smart. 

John F. Tobin. 


RUSTON. 
Barksdale & Barks- 


SHREVEPORT. 
Hampton Story. 
Thatcher & Wells. 


MAINE, 


AUBURN. 


Hon. A. R. Savage. 


AUGUSTA. 
Hon. Wm. P. White- 
house. 


BELFAST. 


Ralph I. Morse. 


BETHEL. 
E. C. Parks. 


BROOKS. 
F. W. Brown, Jr. 


BRUNSWICK. 
Allen G. Howe. 


CALAIS. 


Ashley St. Clair. 


CAMDEN. 
J. H. & C, O. Mont- 
gomery. 
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CARIBOU. 
c. B. Small. 


CORNISH. 
Walter P. Perkins. 


FT. FAIRFIELD. 
H. T. Powers. 


GARDINER. 
Everett H. Maxey. 


GORHAM. 
J. A. Waterman. 


LEWISTON. 
Benj. L, Bennan. 
J. G Chabot. 


LINCOLN. 
Artemas Weather- 
bee. 


os agp ag FALLS. 
A. Jacks. 


MADISON. 
c. O. Small. 


PORTLAND. 
John T. Fagan. 
Geo, F. Gould. 
Hon. 
D. A. Meaher. 
Harry E. Nixon. 
Frank W. 


Irving E. Vernon. 


RU a FALLS. 
L. . Blanchard. 


SANFORD. 
Edw. J. Hudon. 


WATERVILLE. 
Chas. W. Atchley. 


WESTBROOK. 
Wm. Lyons. 


MARYLAND. 


BALTIMORE. 
J. Albert Baker. 


Hon. John J. Dobler. 
Alex Hardcastle, Jr. 


Lewis Hochheimer. 
Chas. M. Howard. 
Edwin C. Irelan. 
Lemmon & Clot- 
worthy. 
. L. Marbury. 
DeRussey Sap- 
pington. 
Hon. ney 
bridg 
Geo. Whitelock. 


Stock- 


BEL AIR 
H. A, Ww hitaker. 


CUMBERLAND. 
7. S. Cochrane. 
Saul Praeger. 


HAGERSTOWN. 
Alex Armstrong, 


HYATTSVILLE. 
James C. 


Clarence Hale. 


Robinson. 





Waters, Jr. 


WESTERNPORT. 
Horace P. Whit- 
worth. 


MASSACHUSETTS. 


ADAMS. 
Edwin K. McPeck. 


BOSTON. 
Hon. Jas. Bennett. 
Frank W. Grinnell. 
J. W, Pickering. 
Louis D. Brandeis. 
J. Converse Gray. 
S. K. Hamilton, 

E. A. Kimball. 

Geo. V. Leverett. 

Walter 
Jr 


Cc. B. Southard. 
James W. Swift. 


BROCKTON. 
™m. G. Rowe 


BROOKLINE. 
A. W. Spencer. 
Alfred D. 


CAMBRIDGE. 
J. 


D. Brannan. 
Prof. 


CONCORD. 


Chas. K, Darling. 


agar HESTER. 
. B. Grant. 


FITCHBURG. 
Chas. F. Baker. 
Clifton S. Hadley. 


LOW ELL. 
Eugene W. Hunt. 
John J. Pickman. 


LYNN. 


Wm. H. Smale. 


NEW BEDFORD. 
Daniel T. Devoll. 


SALEM. 
John H. Sheedy. 


SPRINGFIELD. 
James B. Carroll. 


WORCHESTER. 
Wm. C. Mellish. 


MICHIGAN. 


ANN ARBOR. 
M. J. Cavanaugh. 
William G. Doty. 


BATTLE CREEK. 
Hon. Jesse Arthur. 
Burritt Hamilton. 


BAY CITY. 


Louis J. Weadock. 


BENTON HARBOR. 
Geo. W. Bridgman. 


J. O'Malley, 
Adolph M. Schwarz. 


Chandler. 


Roscoe Pound. 





CALUMET. 
Galbreath & McCor- 


mick. 
A. E, Peterman. 


DETROIT. 
E. S. Clarkson. 
D. B. Duffield. 
Howell S. England. 
John Galloway. 
Keena, Lightner & 

Oxtoby. 

H. A. Lockwood. 
Sidney T. Miller. 


Walters & Walters. 


FLINT. 
Everett L. 


GLADWIN. 
Hon, T. G. Campbell. 


GRAND HAVEN. 
Walter I. Little. 


GRAND RAPIDS. 

Boltwood & Bolt- 
wood. 

Walter H. Brooke. 
Colin P. Campbell. 
B. W. Corwin. 
Reuben Hatch. 
James A. Lombard. 
John S. McDonala. 


GREENVILLE. 
N. O. Griswold. 


| — RIVER. 


W. Byers. 


IACKSON. 
J. H. Clancey. 
Thos. A. Wilson. 


| LANSING. 


Rollin H. Person. 
Hon. J. W. Stone. 


MARION. 
W. L. Kinney. 


IARQUETTE. 
Me F. Burton. 


| NORWAY. 


J. C, Knight. 


| OXFORD. 


Geo. O. Kinsman. 


| PAW_PAW. 


A, Lynn Free. 


| SAGINAW. 


Watts S. Murphy. 


| STURGIS. 


Theo. T, Jacobs. 


SAULT STE. MARIE. 
Wiley & Green. 


| WOLVERINE. 


Chas. D. Barghoorn. 


MINNESOTA. 


ARGYLE. 
E. A. Brekke. 





| GRANITE 


| MABEL. 
H. H. Hammer. 


BEMIDJI. 


Hallan N. 
Thayer C. 
Chas. W. 


Huffman. 
Bailey. 
Scrutchin. 


BLUE EARTH. 


D. L. Morse. 


BRAINERD. 


Crowell & Russell. 


DULUTH. 


Crasweller, Cras- 
weller & Blu. 
L. C, Harris. 
John D. Jenswold. 
John W. Neukous. 
John G. Williams. 


=~ ie GRAND FORKS. 
. J. Resmussen. 


ELBOW LAKE. 
E. J. Scofield. 


| FAIRMONT. 


Albert R. Allen. 


FARMINGTON. 


Earl C. Wilmot. 


FERGUS FALLS. 


Leonard Eriksson. 


| GRAND RAPIDS. 


Alfred L. Thwing. 


FALLS. 
Paul D. Stratton, 


HIBBING. 


S. C. Scott. 


LANESBORO. 


A. G. Chapman, 


| MARSHALL. 


David & Michel. 


| MILACA. 


Carl F. J, Goebel. 


| MINNEAPOLIS. 


Rome G. Brown 
Hon. Wilbur F. 
Booth. 
F. B, Dodge. 
Fifield & Fifield. 
H. R. Hewitt. 
Kerr & Fowler. 
John J. Martin. 
H. V. Mercer. 
A. G. Middlestadt. 
Edward Nelson. 
E. A. Prendergast. 
James D. Shearer. 
Edw. Tenner. 
Chas. Tryon. 


| MINNEOTA. 


Gislason & Gislason. 


PRAGUE. 


NEW 
E. ”. Komarek. 


OWATONNA. 


Nelson & Nelson. 
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RED WING. 
Arthur E. Arnston. 


ROCHESTER. 
Burt W. Eaton. 


ST. PAUL. 

Alf. E. Boyeson. 

Hon. G. L. Bunn. 

Pierce Butler. 

W. R. Duxbury. 

W. W. Fitzgerald. 

Donald S. Doty. 

Morphy, Ewing, 
Bradford & Cum- 
mings. 

Percy D. Saeirey 

Jno. H. Ka 

G. Loevinger. 

Cc. D. O’Brien. 

R. G. O'Malley. 


Edward P. Sanborn. 


Cc. B. Schmidt 
Ambrose Tighe. 
Essie W. Williams, 
John W. Willis. 


WARREN. 
Julius J. Olson. 


WASECA. 
John Moonan. 


WINNEBAGO. 
W. H. Hodgman. 


WINONA, 
Brown, Abbott & 
Somsen. 
M. B. Webber. 


MISSISSIPPI. 


ARERDEEN. 
W. F. Clifton. 
G. J. Leftwich. 


BAY ST. LOUIS. 
Garl Marshall. 


BROOKHAVEN. 
T. Brady, Jr. 


COLUMBIA. 
T. P. Dale. 


GREENVILLE. 
Percy LeRoy. 


GREENWOOD. 
Gardner, McBee & 
Gardner. 
c. L. Kimbrough. 


GULFPORT. 
Wm. Estopinal. 
J. H. Mize. 


es iad ay mo RG. 


E. Davis. 
<. G, Mayson. 


HAZELHURST. 
R..N. Miller. 
MecNiel & Loeb. 


JACKSON. 
R. H. Thompson. 


KosC aU SKO. 
Hon. H. C. Niles. 





LEXINGTON. 
H. H, Elmore. 


MERIDIAN. 
V. W. Gilbert. 


MOSS POINT. 
Frank McInnis. 


NATCHEZ. 
A. H. 


OCEAN SPRINGS. 
Chas. D. Havens. 


SCRANTON. 
Denny & Denny. 


SUMNER. 
R. L. Cannon. 


ae” =?" 
J. Hatten. 
by G. Garraway. 


VICKSBU 
N. Vick Dihites 


WAYNESBORO. 
Ww . S. Davis. 


WIGGINS. 
E. R. Davis. 
U. B. Parker. 


MISSOURI. 


ae ae 
G. W. Wannamaker. 


BOWLING GREEN. 
Hostetter & Haley. 


BRECKENRIDGE. 
A. B. Cleaveland. 


CARTHAGE. 
H. W. Blair. 
R. A. Mooneyhan. 


CHILLICOTHE. 
L. A. Chapman. 
John T. Taylor. 


CLINTON. 
John A. Gilbreath. 


COLLINS. 
W. H, Plaster. 


COLUMBIA. 
M. R. Conley. 
Prof. John D. 
son. 


DE SOTO. 
Adrian Steel. 


FARMINGTON. 
W. A. Gardner. 


HALE. 
Dwight Beals. 


HARRISONVILLE. 
W. D. Summers. 


Geisenberger. 








HOUSTON. 
Robert Lamar. 


JOPLIN. 
J. C. Ammermen. 
Bryon H. Coon. 


KANSAS CITY. 
Henry D. Ashley. 
W. W. Calvin. 

John M. Cleary. 
Francis C. Downey. 
Dell D. Dutton. 
John A. Eaton. 
Hon. Thos. P. Fen- 


lon. 
Thad. B. Landon. 
Frank H. Moore. 
W. H. H. Piatt. 
Elijah Robinson. 
Grant I. Rosen- 
zweig. 
c. E. Small. 
Floyd S. Stratton. 
Warner & Dean. 


KEYTESVILLE. 
Roy W. Rucker. 


LIBERTY. 
D. C. Allen. 


LEXINGTON. 


Hon, Richard Field. 


MACON. 
Maj. B. R. Dysart. 


MANSFIELD. 
M. J. Craig. 


MARYVILLE. 
— L. McDoug- 
al. 
F. P. Robinson. 


MEMPHIS. 
W. M. Pettingill. 


MEXICO. 
Clarence A. Barnes. 
Geo. Robertson. 


MONTICELLO. 
L. B. Henderson. 


NEOSHO. 
Leslie D. Rice. 


NEVADA. 
Hon. S. A. Wight. 


NEW LONDON. 
Drake Watson. 


PLATTE CITY. 
Jas. H. Hull. 


POPLAR BLUFF. 
David W. Hill. 


PRINCETON. 
John E. Powell. 


RAYMONDVILLE. 
W. F. Carroll. 


RICH HILL. 
H. H. Heck. 





RICHMOND. 
T. N. Lavelock. 


ROLLA. 
Holmes & Holmes. 


ST. MARYS. 
T. B. Whitledge. 


ST. JOSEPH. 
Geo. W, Groves. 
B. Raleigh Martin. 
Ho O. M. Spencer. 


ST. LOUIS. 
Paul Bakewell. 
Hon. Shepard Bar- 
clay. 
Cc. Orrick Bishop. 
PY Taylor Bryan. 
Wells T. Blodgett. 
Boyle & Priest. 
John Cashman. 
Hon. N. C. Collier. 
Manton Davis. 
Edward D’Arcy. 
Jos. Dickson, Jr. 
John H. Douglas. 
Marion C. Early. 
John E 
W. F. Evans. 
M. W. Fuerbacher. 
Henry W. Furth. 
Hon. R. L. Goode. 
Bernard Greens- 
felder. 
E. A. Haid. 
Claud H, Hall. 
Robt. W. Hall. 
Albert E. — 
Chas. M. Ha 
Richard A. Jones. 
Jones, Hocker, 
Hawes & Angert. 
F. N. Judson. 
Chas. F. Krone. 
ae gy 3 H. Krum. 
. Lee. 
io W. Lehmann. 
John Jay Morse. 
A. H. Robbins. 
Wm. Sacks. 
H. H. Spencer. 
Jos. C. Schroeder. 
John C. Vaughn. 
a. B. Webster. 
. J. White. 
s. W. White. 
Wilfley, Wilfley, Mc- 
Intyre & Narden. 
Chas. P. Williams. 
Tyrrell Williams. 


SAVANNAH. 
Booker & Williams. 


SPRINGFIELD. 
S. T. Gresham. 


TARKIO. 
John A. Gurlash. 


TRENTON. 
Platt Hubbell. 


VAN BUREN. 
Garry H. Yount. 


WARSAW. 
Henry P. Lay. 


MONTANA, 


BILLINGS. 
Nicholas & Wilson. 
Grimstad & Brown. 
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aque. 
J. E. Kelly. 


BUTTE. ; 
John F. Davies. 
M. J. English. 
J. E. Healy. 
Maury, K. - _samaaemeaas 
& Da 


Edward. F. O'Flynn. 


H. A. Tyvand. 


CHEST 
wm. Rittick. 


DEER LODGE. 
Ralph S. Bauer. 
T. F. Shea. 


DILLON. 
W. G. Gilbert. 


EAST SCOBEY. 
Geo. Cudhie. 


FORSYTH. 
Loud. Collins, 
Brown, Campbell 
& Wood. 


FORT BENTON. 
H. G. McGinley. 


GLASGOW. 
Thos. Dignan. 
John Hurley. 


GLENDIVE. 
Albert Anderson. 
Desmond J. O'Neil. 


GREAT FALLS. 
George E. Hurd. 


HELENA. 
H. G. McIntire. 
Wm. Scallon. 


Ks i= 
J. H. Stevens. 
Hans Walchi. 


LEWISTON. 
Edgar G. Worden. 


LIVINGSTON. 
Miller & O'Connor. 
John T. Smith. 


MEDICINE LAKE. 
Cc. E, Comer. 


MILES CITY. 
Geo. W. Farr. 
Frank Hunter. 
Cc. H. Loud. 
Daniel L. O’Hern. 
Tisor & McKinnon. 
Sharpless Walker. 


OPHEIM. 
E, W. Burke. 


TOWNSEND. 
Hon. John A. 
Matthews. 


WINNETT. , 
Homer E. Geis. 





NEBRASKA. 


BEAVER CITY. 
Lambe & Butler. 


CHADRON. 
A. G. Fisher. 


COLUMBUS. 
A Post. 


- wl. 


CENTRAL CITY. 
Martin & Bockes. 


GRAND ISLAND. 
Arthur C. Mayer. 


HASTINGS. 
M. A. Hartigan. 


<7 oe 
P. Baldwin. 


HOLREDGE. 
Dravo & Dilworth. 


IMPERIAL. 
P. W. Scott. 


KEARNEY. 
H. M. Sinclair. 


LEXINGTON. 
George C. Gillan. 


LINCOLN. 
G. W. Berge. 
E, J. Hainer. 


D. M. McClenahan. 


Reese, Reese & 
Stout. 


MADISON. 
Wm. L. Dowling. 


NEBRASKA CITY. 
D. W. Livingston. 


NEWMAN GROVE. 
H. Halderson. 


OMAHA. 


Arthur E. Baldwin. 


Anson H. Bigelow. 
D. O. Burbank. 
Byron Clark. 

H. Fisher. 

T. A. Hollister. 
D. Johnston. 

J. A. C. Kennedy. 
N. H. Loomis. 
Chas. H. Marley. 
Robt. Smith. 
Weaver. & Giller. 


PAPT ASM. 
A. E. Langdon. 


PENDER. 
Howard Saxton, 


RUSHVILLE. 
A. C. Plantz. 


ST. PAUL. 
Chas. Dobry. 


SCOTTSBLUFF. 
James H. Stewart. 


TEKAMAH. 
James A. Clark. 





WAYNE 
Berry ‘& Berry. 


WEST POIN 
Hugo M. sdteen. 
Otto Zacek. 


YORK. 
Geo. M. Spurlock. 


NEVADA. 


GOLDFIELD. 
Hatton & Hatton. 
Thompson & Thomp- 
son. 


RENO. 
Geo. S. Brown. 
James D. Finch. 
Thos. E. Kepner. 
Robert Lewers. 
Samuel Platt. 


NEW HAMPSHIRE. 


CLAREMONT. 
H. W. Parker. 


CONCORD. 
Foster & Lake. 
Henry E. Robinson. 
R. E. Walker. 


LACONIA. 
Stanton Owen. 


LANCASTER. 
Drew, Shurtleff & 
Morris. 


MANCHESTER. 
Jones, Warren, Wil- 
son & Manning. 
R. J. Peaslee. 


TILTON. 
Chas. E. Tilton. 


WHITEFIELD. 
E. M. Bowker. 


NEW JERSEY. 


BRIDGETON. 
Walter H. Bacon. 


CAMDEN. 
J. G. Paine. 


ELIZABETH. 
Hon. Abe J. David. 


JERSEY CITY. 
Collins & Corbin. 


MORRISTOWN. 
Geo. G. Runyon. 


NEWARK. 
R. Arthur Heller. 
Col. E. L. Price. 
Hon. Samuel 
Kalisch. 
Wm. S. Stuhr. 


PLAINFIELD. 
F. Otto Linke. 


SOMERVILLE. 
Frederick A. Pope. 





SOUTH ORANGE. 
Ernest Fuller. 


VINELAND. 
L. Newcomb. 


NEW MEXICo. 


ALBUQUERQUE. 
M. E. Hi "y 


N. Marron. 
H. F. Raynolds. 


CARLSBAD. 
ohn W. Armst % 
S. D. Stennis, — 


EAST LAS VEGA 
Herbert W. Clark. 


ena@ 
&. F. , re 


BATON. 
H. Tm 
J. Leathy _ 


a i FE. 
W. Clancy. 
| BE. & Wright. 


SILVER CITY. 
Colin Neblett. 
F. W. Vellacott. 


NEW YORK. 


ALBANY. 
Hon. D. Cady Her- 
rick. 


BROOKLYN. 
Hugo Hirsch. 
L. E. Drummond. 


BUFFALO. 
August Becker. 
M. F. Dirnberger. 
Adelbert Moot. 


BALLSTON SPA. 
Hon, J. S. L’Amo- 
reaux. 


ELMHURST. 
arence Edwards. 


NEW BRIGHTON. 
Guy O. Walser. 


NEW BURGH. 
M. H. Hirschberg. 


NEW HAMBURG. 
Everett P. Wheeler. 


NEW YORK. 
F. H. Bartlett. 
K. R. Babbitt. 
A. H. Burroughs. 
Manuel F. Cesters. 
Melville Eggleston. 
Henry B. Gayley. 
Walter H. Lieb- 

mann, 

David F. Davis. 
Louis Marshall. 
L. L. Kellogg. 
John H. Sears. 
Chas. J. Nehrbas. 
R. V. Marye. 


SCHENECTADY. 
Thaddeus S. Ogon- 
owski. 
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SYOSSET. 
E. L. Winthrop, Jr. 


SYRACUSE. 
Leonard C. Crouch. 
D. A. Pierce. 
Frank W. Harris. 


WATERTOWN. 
eo. W. Reeves. 


NORTH CAROLINA. 


ASHEVILLE. 
Louis M. Bourne. 
Mark W. Brown. 
Martin, Rollins & 
Wright 


BREVARD. 
R. L. Gash. 


CHARLOTTE. 
Jas. W. Barry. 
J. T. Sanders. 


DURHAM 


W. G. Bramham. 


ELIZABETH CITY. 
Cc. W. Brown. 


GRAHAM. 
S. Cook. 


a 4 ye 
N. L. Eure. 
Robert R. King. 
Hoyle & Wright. 


HILLSBORO. 
Frank Nash. 


LUMBERTON 


McNeill & Singleton. 


uy RPHY. 
M. W. Bell. 


NASHVILLE. 
Austin & Daven- 
port. 


NEWBERN. 
Chas. R. Thomas. 
A. D. Ward. 


RALEIGH. 
Murray Allen. 
R. H. Bradley. 


SPARTA. 
Geo. Check. 


WADESBORO. 
red J. Coxe. 


WAKE FOREST. 
—_ Timberlake, 
e. 


WILMINGTON. 
J 


. C. King. 


WINSTON SALEM. 
Burton Craige. 





NORTH DAKOTA. .. 


ANAMOOSA. 
F. J. Funke. 


4 
ah» ¥. ” Peterson. 


ASHLEY. 
Hugo P. Remington. 


BOTTINEAU. 
E. C. Bowen. 


DEVIL'S LAKE. 
F. T. Cuthbert. 


DICKINSON. 
Thos. H. Pugh. 


eee. 
B. F. Whipple. 


FARGO. 
Augustus Roberts. 


GALESBURG. 
E. O, Moe. 


GLEN ULLIN. 
A. T. Faber. 


GRAND FORKS. 
T. R. Bangs. 
H. A. Bronson. 


HATTON. 
Chas. A. Lyche. 


HAZEN. 
Oliver Leverson. 


JAMESTOWN. 
A. W. Alymer. 
Oscar J. Seiler. 


KULM. 
R. H. Sherman. 


LARIMORE. 
Sam. J. Radcliffe. 


LISBON. 
Forest S. Thomas. 


MecCLUSKEY., 
Frank I. Temple. 


MINOT. 
Nestor, Carroll & 
Herigstad. 


PARK RIVER. 
G. W. Young. 


VALLEY CITY. 
Theodore §. Lind- 
land. 
H. Winterer. 


WARWICK. 
Francis X. -Kirsch. 


WILLISTON. 
Burdick & Murphy. 








OHIO. 


AKRON, 
Wm. M. Webb. 
Dayton A. Doyle. 


ALLIANCE, 
Hart & Koehler. 


BELLAIRE. 
Cc. C. Sedgwick. 
Fred Spriggs. 


CANTON. 
Lynch & Day. 


CINCINNATI. 
Cobb, Howard & 
Bailey. 


Otway J. Corgrane. 


Henry Baer. 
DeCamp 
A. A. Ferris. 

+ B. Foraker. 

A. L. Herringer. 
John R. Holmes. 
Simeon M. Johnson. 
Johnson & Levy. 
Cc. D. Robertson. 

E. W. Strong. 
Jas. B. Swing. 


CLEVELAND. 

Bernsteen & Bern- 
steen. 

B. P. Bole. 

W. H. Boyd. 

Edw. Younger. 

H. J. Doolittle. 

Geo. B. Marty. 

Karl Fenning. 

Morgenstern & 
Catz. 


R. B. Newcomb. 


E. L. Hessenmueller. 


‘ Schaibly. 

. Schwartz. 
Lee E. Skeel. 
Squire, Sanders & 


H. A. Wilden. 

J. W. Warrinston. 
Louis H. Winch. 
T. J. Ross. 


COLUMBUS. 
Morton, Irvine & 
Blanchard. 
E. C. Morton. 
D. N. Postlewaite. 
James M. Hengst. 


CLYDE. 
Arthur H. Wicks. 


DAYTON. 
Frank S. Breene. 
Ezra Kuhns. 
W. S. McCon- 
naughey. 


E' YRIA. 
D. J. Nye. 


FINDLAY. 
Wm. F. Duncan. 
F. E. Hurley. 


FREMONT. 


Frank E. Seager. 


& Sutphin. 





HAMILTON. 


Edgar A. Belden. 


ey sag” jag 
R. Johnson. 
x J. Layne. 


LAKEWOOD. 
P. L. A. Leighley. 
H. F. Parmenter. 


LANCASTER. 
John G. Reeves. 


LIMA. 
D. J. Cable 
Jas. Ww. Halfhill. 


LISBON 
Gillingsley, Clark & 


LONDON. 
A. T. Cordray. 
R. H. McCloud. 


MARIETTA. 
A. A. Schramm. 
Cc. C. Middleswart. 


MANSFIELD. 
Jas. A. Galbraith. 


a eS 
G. E. Mouser. 


MASSILON. 
W. E. Russell. 


MEDINA. 
Geo. A. Richards. 


NEW PHILADEL 
PHIA. 
Wilkin & Fernsell. 


OTTAWA. 
Bailey & Leasure. 


PEMBERVILLE. 
John S. Hoyman, 


RAVENNA. 
W. J. Beckley. 


SANDUSKY. 
E. B. King. 
Ray H. Williams. 


SHELBY. 
Skiles, 
Skiles. 


Skiles & 


3IDNEY. 
Chas. C. Marshall. 


SPRINGFIELD. ’ 
A. C. Link. 
Jas. D. Malone. 
W. M. Rockel. 

J. E. Bowman, 
Edwin S. Houck. 


JTEUBENVILLE. 
Thos. S. Jones. 


TIPPECANOE CITY. 
Raymond A. Kerr. 
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TOLEDO. 

Louis Bartlett. 
O. S. Brumback. 
Jos. O. Eppstein. 
Geo. P. Hahn 
Ralph I. Holbrook. 
Frank C. Lewis. 
Elmer E. Davis. 


VAN WERT. 
H. L. Conn. 


WAUSEON. 
Files & Paxson. 


YOUNGSTOWN 
Geo. F. Arrell. 


WELLSVILLE. 
W. F. Lones. 


WESTERVILLE. 
Donald P. Doty. 


bet ig te! pe 
. R, Voorhees. 


OKLAHOMA. 


ADA. 
B. H. Epperson. 


ALLUWE. 
R. F. Barnett. 


ANADARKO. 
A. J. Morris. 


BUFFALO. 
J. L, Griffits. 


CADDO. 
John L. Boland. 


CALVIN. 
Caleb Choate. 


CeCe AS 
Riddle. 


Welboone & Bailey. 


COWETA. 
W. A. Brigham. 


CUSHING. 
Henry Oursler. 


DEWEY. 
B. A. Lewis. 


wt, DORADO. 
y. C. Austin. 


DURANT. 
Hatcheit & Fergu- 


Walter J. 
W. E. Utterback. 


ENID. 
Harry O. Glasser. 
J, C. Robberts. 


GROVE. 
Ad. V. Coppedge. 


HUGO. 
A. M. Works, Jr. 


Turnbull. 





KINGFISHER. 


D. K. Cunningham. 


McALESTER. 
G. L. Andrews. 
Geo. 


W. E. Gotcher. 

T. B. Latham. 

Marianelli & Exen- 
dine. 

A. C. Markley. 


A. W. Westmoreland. 


MIAMI. 
Horace B. Durant. 


MUSKOGEE. 
Geo. S. Ramsey. 
Malcolm E. Rosser. 
. C. Duckworth. 
W. D. Halhill. 
O. Benj. Jefferson. 
Arthur Kayser. 


NORMAN. 
C. M. Keiger. 


OKLAHOMA CITY. 
enry E. Asp. 
Cottingham & 
Bledsoe. 
J. Q. A. Harrod. 
Wm. Harrison. 
Samuel W. Hayes. 


R. A. Kleinschmidt. 


W. A. Ledbetter. 

Bland & Ptak. 

Hon. J. B. A. 
Robertson. 

T. E. Robertson. 

Hon. Chas. West. 

Hainer, Burns & 
Toney. 

Wm. P. Harper. 

V. E. McInnis. 

John Maupin: 

E. W. Stewart. 

Stuart, Cruce & 


Cruce. 
L. D. Thelkeld. 


OK MULGEE. 
B. T. Buchanan. 
Wm. N. Matthews. 


PAWHUSKA 


Leahy & Macdonald. 


PERRY 
Henry S. Johnson. 


RUSH SPRINGS. 
I. L. Johnson. 


SAPULPA. 
W. C. Carrick. 
J. W. Jacobs. 
R. R. Robertson. 


SHAWNEE. 
H. H. Smith. 


TALAGO. 
W. P. Hickok. 


TULSA. 
Carroll & Mason. 


D. M. Martindale. 
Fred D. Oiler. 
Randolph & Haver. 
Henry McGraw. 
F. A. Peek. 
Robertson, Bailey, 
Nelson & Bailey. 
I. H. Spears. 
T. L. Wallace . 
E. G. Wilson. 
- Wilson. 








OREGON. 


ALBANY. 
Gale S, Hill. 


BAKER CITY. 
John L. Rand. 
Cc. O. Hindman. 


CANYON CITY. 
Geo. H. Cattanach. 


CONDON. 
T. A. Weinke. 


€ 4 ILLE. 
Cc. R. Barrow. 


ELGIN. 
L. Denham. 


Se 
J. A. Burleigh. 


= Aa FALLS. 
. Brower. 


ORPGON CITY. 
O. Brownell. 


Foetal E, Hedges. 


PENDLETON. 


Stephen A. Lowell. 


Raley & Raley. 
Frederick Sticewer. 


PORTLAND. 
J. F. Boothe. 
W. C. Bristol. 
Thos. G. Greene. 
G. E. Hamaker. 
W. P. LaRoche. 


John A. Latourette. 


John McCourt. 
Newton Mover. 
O. A. Nea 

L. W. O'Rourke. 
Lon L. Parker. 
Sanderson Reed. 
J. C. Simmons. 

I. N. Smith. 

J. O. Stearns. 
Lionel R. Webster. 
F. H. Whitfield. 


ST. JOHN. 
D. C, Lewis. 


TILLAMOOK. 
S. Johnson. 


Ss. S. 


VALE. 
Geo. E. Davis. 


WASCO. 
C. M. Huddleston. 


PANAMA. 


CRIPTOBAL. 
W. H. Carrington. 


PENNSYLVANIA. 


CLEARFIELD. 


Hon. Singleton Bell. 


COATESVILLE. 
Robt. L. Templin. 


DANVILLE. 
James Scarlet. 


FRANKLIN. 
Clair Crawford. 


HALLIDAYSBURG. 
Thos. J. Baldrige. 


as a a ig 
J. O’Connor. 


KANE. 
E. 


Se Mullin. 


LEWISBURG. 
H. M. McClure. 


NEWCASTLE. | 
J. Norman Martin. 


On. CIty. 
E: ©. Dorworth. 


PHILADELPHIA. 
Lucien H. Alexander. 
Geo. Wentworth 


Francis Fisher 


Kane. 
Lewis, Adler & 
Laws. 
M. J, McEnery. 
W. A. Melcher. 
c. E. Morgan. 
Michael J. Ryan. 
Walter George 
Smith 
L. N. tae. 
Philip Sterling. 
Axel Teisen. 
Wm. Jay Turner. 


PITTSBURG. 
J. McF. Carpenter. 
W. Clyde Grubbs. 
Ralph H. Frank. 
Hon. Walter Lyon. 
Watterson & Reed. 


SCRANTON. 
WwW. L. Hill. 


SEWICKLEY. 
G. K. Wright. 


UNIONTOWN. 
Harry W. Byrne. 


WASHINGTON. 
Jas. I. Brownson, Jr. 


WAYNE. 
Chas. Howson. 


WILKESBARRE. 
Miss Sophia O'Hara. 


YORK. 
M. S. Niles. 


PHILIPPINE 
ISLANDS. 


JOLO. 
F. H. Young. 


MANILA. 





Jos. N. Wolfson. 
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PORTO RICO. 


M AT AQUES. 
Cc. E, Foote. 


PONCE. 
Francisco Para 
Capo. 


SAN JUAN. : 
Frank Antonsanti. 
Jos. Anderson, Jr. 


RHODE ISLAND. 


PROVIDENCE. | 
Cooney & Cahill. 
Thos. A. Jenckes. 
Thomas Z. Lee. 
Frank J. Rivelli. 
Fred Rueckert, 


WESTERLY. : 
Nathan B. Lewis. 


WOONSOCKET. 
Herbert L. Carpen- 
ter. 


SOUTH CAROLINA. 


BARNWELL. 
Jas. E. Davis. 


CHARLESTON. 
Logan & Grace. 
Mitchell & Smith. 
Mordecai & Gadsden. 
Louis M. Shimel. 


CHERAW. 
P. A. Murray, Jr. 


CONWAY. 
J. O. Newton. 


COLUMBIA. 

Barron, McKay, 
Frierson & Mof- 
fatt. 

Hon. G. Duncan 
Bellinger. 

igi & Lyles. 

. H, Townsend. 


DARLINGTON. 
Robert Macfarlan. 
J. Monroe Spears. 


GEE ENVILLE. 
. J. Haynsworth. 
B. F. Martin. 


HARTSVILLE. 
D. W. Galloway. 


RIDGELAND. 
H. Klugh Purdy. 


SPARTANBURG. 
James C. Otts. 


WALTERBORO. 
E. L. Fishburne. 


WOODRUFF. 
Cc. M. Drummond. 


SOUTH DAKOTA. 


ABERDEEN. 
G. N. Williamson. 


BELLE FOURCHE. 
L. M. Simons. 


BISON. 
D. R. Perkins. 


BRITTON. 
Bryan Abbott. 


BROOKINGS. 
M, E. Culhane. 


CLARK. 
Oliver H. Ames. 
R. A. Dunham. 


DALLAS. 
E. O. Patterson. 


DEADWOOD. 
Henry Frawlev. 
John R. Russell. 


DELL RAPIDS. 
. R. Krause. 


GEDDES. 
R. J. Scoville. 


GuBcony. 
. Hooper. 


HURON, 
A. K. Gardner. 
Chas. P. Warren. 


LEAD. 
Chambers Kellar. 
John Walsh. 


MILBANK. 


Thos. L. Bouck. 


MITCHELL. 
Herbert E. Hitch- 
cock. 


PHILIP, 
Philip & Waggoner. 


PLANKINTON. 
Donald Fellows. 


renee oO. 
F. L. Wederath. 


RAPID CITY. 
Frank D. Bangs. 


REDFIELD. 
W.. F. Bruell. 


STOUX FALLS. 
F. R. Aikens. 
Chas. P. Bates. 
Martin Bergh. 
Cherry. 
R. oy gn 


VERMILLION. 





John L. Jolly. 





YANKTON. 
Henry Kunkle. 


TENNESSEE. 


CHATTANOOGA. 
Frank S. Carden. 


Coleman & Frierson. 


Floyd Estill. 
Geo. D. Lancaster. 
Ss. J. Conner. 
P. B. Gilbert. 


Boyd W. Hargraves. 


Littleton, Littleton 
& Littleton. 

Ray & Altoffer. 

J. W. Scott. 

Jas. H. Anderson. 

O. W. Reeves. 

Spears & Spears. 

Joe V. Williams. 


COAL CREEK. 
D. A. 


Wood, 


GALLATIN. 
W. F. Albright. 


HARRIMAN. 
Horace M. Carr, 
F. C. Johnston. 
J. W. Stone. 


HUNTSVILLE. 
Wm. York. 


JACKSBORO. 
Agee & Peters. 


sary Raeon CITY. 
C. Lambdin. 


JELLICO. 
H. B. Brown. 
H. M. Goins. 
John J. Jennings. 
Cc. A. Templeton. 


KNOXVILLE. 
J. A. Atchley. 
Lewis M. G. 
W. F. Black. 
Chas. T. Cates, Jr. 
Thos, J. Cline. 
Arthur E. Dunsmore. 
John W. Green. 
W. R. Henderson. 
Lindsley, Young & 

Donaldson. 

Jas. M. Meek. 
Gordon H. Mynatt. 
Norman B. Morrell. 
C. M. Parks. 
Roy H. Beeler. 
A. Y. Burrows. 
Harley G. Fowler. 
S. E. Hodges. 
John A. Huff. 
Robt. M. Jones. 


Geo. W. McDade, Jr. 


Ben H. Mynatt. 

Powers & Thorn- 
burgh. 

J. N. Sharp. 

L. D. Smith. 

Steinmetz & 
Mitchell. 

W. P. Washburn. 

Pickle, Turner, Ken- 
nedy & Cate. 

Harmon O. Acuff. 

Oo. L. White. 

James B. Wright. 


Bowen & Anderson. 


Lawrence & Law- 
rence. 
R. A. McMillan. 


Baker. 





| 
| 
| 


| 
| 





LA FOLLETTE. 
L. H. Carlock. 
M. H. Hollings- 

worth. 


MAREVESS. 
T. Cates. 
Win A. McTeer. 


MEMPHIS. 
T. L. Campbell. 
G. T. Fitzhugh. 
Rowan Greer. 
Allen Hughes. 
R. E. King. 
Cc. W. Metcalf. 
Thos. M. Scruggs. 
Wright & Wright. 
Clyde T. Denton. 
se ae & Chand- 


Cc. P. Roberts. 
Smyth & Kaiser. 


MILAN. 
J. P. Rhodes. 


| ness 


R. . Howell. 
Biawde Waller. 


NEWPORT. 
W. D. McSween. 


| ux pon CITY. 
H. 


Swiggart. 


WINCHEST3R. 
Geo. E. Banks. 


TEXAS, 


AUSTIN. 
E. C. Gaines. 
A. T. McKean. 


BEAUMONT. 
Tom J. Kussell. 


BROWNSVILLE. 
John IL. Kieiber. 
Jos. K. Wells. 


ag US CHRISTI. 
H. E. Kramer. 


a on 
obb. 


DALHART. 
Frank R. Tatum. 


DALLAS. 
A. S. Baskett. 
Mf S. Bramlett. 
G. Cofer. 
aay Cc. Coke. 
F. M. Etheridge. 
Firman & Yeargin. 
W. T. Henderson, 
Victor H. Hexter. 
Harry P. Lawther. 
W. L. Mathis. 
Newton P. Morris- 
ton. 
tg 4 & Sea 
H. G. Robettson. 
U. F. Short. 
Temepenes, Bease & 
oa 
Townsend. 
R. E Vogel. 





weeks 


JA 
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DENTON. QUANAH. CHELSEA. RICHMOND. 
J. W. Sullivan. W. T. Perkins. Hon. Geo. L. Stow. Geo. Bryan. 
H. R. Wilson. MeGuire, Riley & 

PORT ARTHUR. HARDWICK. “is 

EL PASO. : K. Bracken. Hon. W. O. Taylor. & % 7. Cettesem, 
Volney & Brown. 3 W. Dycus. ; Rah we P. Pool 
Caldwell & MONTPELIER. Thos. A. Talley. 

Sweeney. SAN ANTONIO. H. J. Conant. a rie - 

Jno. L. Dyer. Robert L. Ball. Fred Laird. - 

Wm. H. Burges. John H. Bickett, Jr. ROANOKE. 

Hon. P. R. Price. Douglas Cater. NEWPORT. C. A. McHugh. 
A. B. Cowen. Young & Young. Staples & Cocke. 

 YOSse. ake: men SCOTTSVILLE. 
raham owdell. z 
J Eg ge a Thos. H. Franklin. yy ee C. H. Patteson. 

Yale Hicks. a 

9 W. Brown. Plumley. 

W. Dunn. I. L. Kampman. 
ao Q. McGown. eredy & Didzun. ST. ALBANS. WASHINGTON. 
Prewitt & Parker. olon Stewart. Geo. Hogan. 

M. D. Priest Terrell, Walthall & DAVENPORT. 
R. M. Rowland Terrell. ST. JOHNSBURY. W. A. Wilson. 
ater a4 SAN Harry Seeggett. 

Pr NDERSON. 

. A. Wynn. A. T. Folsom. VERGENNES. eg 

W. H. Griggs. F. L, Fish. 
Poulter & Johnson. M. 
John M. Scott. STEPHENSVILLE. meats t sprick. 
Cc. A. Wright. G. O. Bateman. VIRGINIA. ; a ce 
ea ere BIG S Mi vem 
GALVESTON. r. TONE GAP. Hurd & Hilen. 
Jos. V. Lewis. TEXARKANA. Bullitt & Chaulkley. 2 
Mo. Melenore, R. W. Rogers. NORTH YAKIMA. 
W. E. Price. CLINTWOOD. I. J. Bounds. 
James B. & Charles | waco S. P. Riddle. Allen S. Davis. 
Stubbs. ag Kelley DUFFIELD. Ira P. Englehart. 
piven F. Williams. W. M. Sleeper. J. D. Carter. OLYMPIA. 
Thos. M. Vance. 
B. R. Wall. J. B. Reynolds. Ortho F. Mears. PATEROS. 
Stanley Scott. Chas. T. Borg. 
GREENVILLE. FAIRFAX PORT TOWNSEND. 
Dinsmore, McMahon UTAH. ‘ A 
& Dinsmore. John S. Barbour. U. D. Gnagey. 
HEBER. HARRISONBURG. SEATTLE. 
HEMPSTEAD. Chase Hatch. D. O. Dechert. Edward Brady. 

R. rightman & 

E. Tompkins. LOG HOPEWELL. Tennant. 
Nebeker, Thatcher Jesse G. Brown. Vivian M. Carkeek. 
HOUSTON. & Bowen. W. H. Daniel. Carver & Slattery. 

E. Blankenbecker. bars 3 Walters. Toomer Garrow. Cc. E. Claypool. 
Chas. Culmore. Kershaw & May. Clise & Poe. 

S z. Loute. MANTI. Morris & Williams. Wilson R. Gay. 

- Lew Lewis Larson. Carrol B. Graves. 
Norman o ‘Kittrell. a + ~~ James B. Howe. 
Desunenbaum & OGDEN. - S. Bourne. McClure & MeCiure. 

aub. Cc. A. Boyd. " Fred H. Peterson. 
Presley K. Ewing. Vv. I et KENBRIDGE. ; H. J. Ramsey. 

Harri 4 Zeomene. Geo. Halverson. Thos. W. Ozlin. John W. Roberts. 

arris arris Cc. H. _—e & Chas. E. epard. 

W._O. Huggins. wort LAWRENCEVILLE. Harold Preston. 
J. W. Lockett. W. R. = Marshall R. Peter- 

John G. Logue. son. SOUTH BEND. 
Jno. W. Parker. PROVO. Turnbull & Turn- Herman Murray. 
Jacob Evans. bull. 
HUNTSVI LEXINGTON. ee eo 
IN TILLE. ALT LAKE CITY. 4 } : as. T. Johnson. 
O. F. Wolff. ” Booth, Lee, Badger, H. St. George 
Rich & Parke. Tucker. SPOKANE 
: E. B. Critchlow. ro Oscar Cain. 
JACKSONVILLE. Chas. C. Dey. LYNCHBURG. E. F. Hull. 
J. P. Cranke. H. R. thacmiiian. A. S. Hester. Wm. E. Jones. 
Hon. Thos. MADISON eee Clark & 
ioneaux. 4 N. uzum. 
ge se ag Joe W. Rozelle. Will A. Cook. z., B. Fay re 
‘ a ‘ m. A. Monten. 
Jas. E. Hill ere eee S MARION. F. T. Post. 
Benner X. Smith. Geo. F. Cook. L. H. Prather 
MARLIN. Ray Van Cott. Jos. Rosslow 
‘ T. B. Bartlett. Waldemar Van Cott. | NEWPORT NEWS. Cc. Shine 
Cc. . Robinson. 
TACOMA. 
MA en AA. VERMONT. NORFOLK. Col. B. W. Coiner. 
F. H. dinate asad Daniel Coleman. G. W. H. Davis. 
owe rate. | j. ——, ya ~ Ellis & Fletcher. 
i mon I. Bolles. omas - elton. Guy E. Kelly. 
MERIDIAN. 
Jas. M. Robertson. BETHEL. J. McBryde Webb. Welter tina 
Wallace Batchelder. PARKE Lund & Lund. 
MONTAGUE. Guy Wilson. Hugh E. Willis. Ss. F. _—., — 
Hon. Homer B. Raymond J. eMil- 
. Latham. BRANDON. PETERSBURG. lan. 
John 8S. Buttles. age Mann. E. F. Soatsratm. 
> - u: s au ettit. H. F. Norris. 
ORANGE. BURLINGTON. Plummer & Bohan- Sullivan & 
Tom C. Stephenson. Hon. H. S. Peck. nan. Christian. 
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WEN NATCHEE. 
G. G. Hannon. 


WEST VIRGINIA. .. 


BUCKHANNON. 
Wm. S. O’Brien. 


CHARLESTON. 
C. Bevery Broun. 
Brown, Jackson & 


Fitzpatrick, 
Alderson & Baker. 


Molahan, McClintic 
& Mathews. 

R. Kemp Morton. 

Price, Smith, Spil- 
man & . 

M. F. i 

Hon. 


son. 


Ira E. Robin- 


CLARKSBURG. 
Taney Harrison. 


- wee 
. A. Bowers. 
Ht G. Kump. 


HARRISVILLE. 
_.Homer Adams. 


HUNTINGTON. 
W. K. Cowden. 
Enslow, 

& Baker. 
Cc. S. Welch. 


MARLINGTON. 
L. M. McClintic. 


PARKERSBURG. 
F. P. Moats. 
Van Winkle & 

Ambler. 
W. H. Wolfe. 


POINT PLEASANT. 
Hon. Chas. 


ag! ILLE. 
. Clyde Senter. 
rE E. Shannon. 


w BES. ING. 
G. R. C. Allen. 
McCamic & Clarke. 


J. Bernard Handlan. 


WISCONSIN. 


ASHLAND. 
Allan T. Pray. 








Fitzpatrick, 


E. Hogg. 





BIRNAMWOOD. 
J. B. Andrews. 


COLBY. 
F. A. Jackson. 


DARLINGTON. 
Orton & Osborn. 


DeR-AYS N. 
L. Von 
gr 


ELLSW ORTH. 
Jno, E. Foley. 


ELKHORN. 
Hon. Jay F. Lyon. 


| ELROY. 


Henry C. Rowan. 

GRAND RAPIDS. 
Chas. E. Briere. 
D. D. Conway. 


Goggins & Brazeau. 


GREEN BAY. 


Minahan & Minahan. 


H¢ aa. 
H. Markham. 


| HUDSON. 


Saker & Haven. 


JANESVILLE. 
John Cunningham. 


Wm. F. Dougherty. 


E. D. McGowan. 


LA CROSSE. 
Geo. H. Gordon. 


LAKE GENEVA. 
H. A. Burdick. 


MADISON. 

S. A. Madigan. 
W. A. P. Morris. 
T..C. Richmond. 


MANITOWOC. 
Emil Baensch. 


MAZOMANIE. 
S. A. Madigan. 


MERRILL. 
R. B. Runke. 


MILWAUKEE. 
Bohmrick & Gabel. 
Bloodgood, Kemper 

& Bloodgood. 
Harvey M. Burns. 
A. J. Hedding. 

Jos. B. Hirschburg. 
Wm. A. Klatte. 


SUPERIOR. 





MILWAUKEE. 
arkham, Freeman 
& Cudahy. 
N. B. Neelen. 
Rix & Barney. 
. Robinson. 


ee. 
Henry Vocke. 
Moritz Wittig, Jr. 


NEENAH. 
Hon. J. C. Kerwin. 


OSHKOSH. 
John Ww. 


PLYMOUTH. 
H. J. Rooney. 


Hume. 


PORTAGE. 
Daniel H. Grady. 


PRAIRIE DU CHIEN. 


Hon. W. R. Graves. 


RACINE. 

Chas. Koenzke. 
REEDSBURY. 

E. C. Gottry. 


: Reese. 


D. Minahan. 
RICE LAKE. 
James Robbins. 


SHEBOYGAN. 
Paul T. Krez. 


STEPHENS POINT. 
W. F. Owens. 
D. E. 


WATERTOWN. 
John G. Conway. 
WAUKESHA. 
E. M. Merton. 
V. H. Tichenor. 


WEST SUPERIOR. 


Roberts. 


ge nhart & Foley. 


. M. Steele. 
WYOMING. 
CHEYENNE. 
W. G Kinkead. 
Herbert V. Lacey. 


LARAMIE. 
Cc. P. Arnold. 


N pl CASTLE. 


E. C. Raymond. 





RAWLINS. 
—— EY Blyden- 


-— 6 
M. B. Camplin. 
. B. Marshall. 


CANADA. 


OTTAWA. 
M. J. Griffin. 
H. H. Bligh. 


as ag 
L. A. Taschereau. 


REGINA 
6. S. Martir. 


MONTREAL 
Victor E. 


HALIFAX. 
S. Jenks. 
H. Mellish. 


Mitchell. 


CHINA. 
ae 
J. O. Anderson, 
CUBA. 
CIENFUEGOS 
Dr. Viriato 
Gutierrez 
GEMMANY. 


LEIPZIG. 
A. Twietm: 
Co. 


ITALY. 
TURIN 
Fratelli Bocci. 
JAPAN. 
TOKIO. -— 
R. Shinomiya. 
NEW ZEALAND. 
WELLINGTON. 
F. Harrison. 
SCOTLAND. 


GLASGOW. 
Donald Mackay. 








